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DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 
and 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
MIAMI RIVER, MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The Miami River flows naturally in a southeasterly direction and discharges into Biscayne Bay near 
the Port of Miami.  The study area is located in the first 5.5 miles of the Miami River along the 
existing Federal channel.  The existing Federal project for Miami River provides for a navigation 
channel 15 feet deep throughout its 5.5-mile length.  The bottom width varies.  It originates with a 
150-foot bottom width at the river’s confluence with Biscayne Bay, and it continues at that width for 
the first three miles, thence 125 feet for the next 1.1 miles, thence 90 feet wide for the last 1.4 miles.  
The existing project is shown in Figure 1. 
 
1.2 SCOPE OF STUDY 
 
It is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) policy to prepare dredged material management 
plans for all Federal navigation projects to assess the continued viability of the project with available 
dredged material disposal capacity sufficient to accommodate 20 years of maintenance dredging.  
The 1993 report, Alternatives for the Dredging and Disposal of Sediment from the Miami Harbor 
(Miami River) Project, Florida, identifies significant problems for the continued maintenance of this 
project and the need to perform detailed material management studies.  The scope of this study is to 
conduct technical studies and analyses to establish project features and elements that will form the 
basis for the preparation and implementation of a dredged material management plan (DMMP). 
 
This project includes the single Federal project and associated permitted dredging adjacent to the 
Federal channel and coincident with existing bulkheads and docks. 
 
USACE’s policy (EC 1165-2-200, July 1994) requires each of its districts to prepare a DMMP to 
maintain Federal navigation channels for at least 20 years.  The goal is to accomplish the disposal of 
dredged material from navigation projects in the least costly manner consistent with sound 
engineering practice and meet all Federal environmental standards, including the standards 
established by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 103 of the Marine Protection, 
Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as amended.  The DMMP will identify the amount of 
material that needs to be dredged to maintain the Federal channel and the manner in which the 
dredged material will be managed using cost-effective and environmentally acceptable methods.  The 
management plan identifies specific measures necessary to manage the volume of material likely to 
be dredged over a 20-year period from maintenance dredging. 
 
The development of the DMMP will involve planning with a 20-year horizon.  This foresight ensures 
that the dredging of the navigation channel is completed in a timely, yet efficient manner.  The 
efficiency is measured not only by the precision and by accuracy of the dredging, but also by the 
amount of environmental protection provided, ensuring the environment is protected.  The  manage-
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ment of the dredged material serves a dual purpose.  The primary purpose would be improvement of 
navigation, creating accessibility to and from Biscayne Bay and the Atlantic throughout the tidal 
cycle.  The secondary purpose is the removal of contaminated sediments from the Miami River.  
Resuspended sediments are transported from Miami River to Biscayne Bay on the outgoing tides and 
riverine flood flows. 
 
1.3 STUDY AUTHORITY 
 
1.3.1 Initial Authorization 
 
The United States Congress has shown a continuing interest in improvements to the Miami River for 
navigation, pollution abatement, and other allied water purposes.  With near concurrent resolutions, 
the Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate on March 24, 1972, and the Committee 
on Public Works of the United States House of Representatives on June 14, 1972, adopted 
authorizations to address those concerns.  Those resolutions provided the means for the USACE to 
investigate the water and land related resource problems and opportunities along the Miami River. 
 
 RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS OF THE UNITED 

STATES SENATE, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, created 
under the provisions of Section 3 of the River and Harbor Act, approved June 13, 
1902, be, and is hereby, requested to review the reports of the Chief of Engineers on 
Miami Harbor, Florida, published as Senate Document Numbered 93, Ninetieth 
Congress, and other pertinent reports, with a view to determining whether any 
modifications of the recommendations contained therein are advisable at the present 
time, in the interest of navigation, pollution abatement, and other allied water 
purposes. 

 
 RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS OF THE HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES, UNITED STATES, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors is hereby requested to review the reports of the Chief of Engineers on 
Miami Harbor, Florida, published as Senate Document Numbered 93, Ninetieth 
Congress, and other pertinent reports, with a view to determining whether any 
modification of the recommendations contained therein are advisable at the present 
time, with particular reference to Miami River, in the interest of navigation, pollution 
abatement, and other allied water purposes. 

 
In the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1974, Congress reaffirmed its continuing 
interest in the Miami River Watershed by authorizing a feasibility study.  The applicable paragraph 
of Section 11 of the WRDA of 1974 is cited below.  The term "surveys" means feasibility studies. 
 
 SECTION 11.  (b)  The Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized and directed to 

cause surveys to be made at the following locations and subject to all applicable 
provisions of Section 110 of the River and Harbor Act of 1950: 

 
 Miami River, Florida, with a view to determine the feasibility and advisability of 

dredging the Miami River in the interest of water quality. 
 
In the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, Congress again reaffirmed its interest for water 
resource improvement in the Miami River watershed by authorizing the removal of river sediments 
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from the Miami River and Seybold Canal, removal of abandoned vessels under the control of the 
United States from the Miami River, and participation in the establishment of the Miami River Water 
Quality Commission.  The texts of the applicable sections are cited: 
 
 SEC. 1162.   MIAMI RIVER SEDIMENTS. 
 
  Subject to Section 903(a) of this Act, the Secretary is authorized and directed 

to remove polluted bottom sediments from the Miami River and Seybold Canal in 
Miami, Florida, between the mouth of the Miami River and the salinity control 
structure at 36th Street.  Local interests shall furnish all lands (including dredge 
disposal areas), easements, rights-of-way, relocations and alterations necessary for 
initial dredging and subsequent maintenance before the Secretary removes any such 
sediments.  The non-Federal share of the cost of carrying out this section (including 
the contribution under the preceding sentence) shall be 25 percent. 

 
 SEC. 115.     ABANDONED AND WRECKED VESSELS 
 
  The Secretary shall - (1) remove from the Miami River and Seybold Canal in 

Miami, Florida, between the mouth of the Miami River and the salinity control 
structure of 36th Street, any abandoned vessels and any vessels under the control of 
the United States by reason of their seizure or forfeiture; (2) remove derelict vessels 
from the western shore of Hempstead Harbor, New York; and (3) remove from waters 
off Mona Island, Puerto Rico, the abandoned vessel "A. Regina." 

 
  The Secretary shall enter into an interagency agreement to facilitate the 

removal of any such vessel under the control of the United States with the head of any 
Federal department, agency or instrumentality, which has control of such vessel.  The 
non-Federal share of work authorized by this section shall be one-third, except that 
work authorized by paragraph (3) shall be at full Federal expense. 

 
 SEC. 1157.     MIAMI RIVER WATER QUALITY COMMISSION 
 
  (a) The Secretary shall make a grant of $50,000, subject to an appropriation 

for that purpose, to the Governor of the State of Florida for the establishment of a 
Miami River Management Commission to develop a comprehensive plan for 
improving the water quality of the Miami River, Florida, and its tributaries and 
managing all activities which affect the water quality and use of such river and 
tributaries.  The commission shall be composed of seven members appointed by the 
Governor.  A grant may be made under this section only after the State of Florida 
agrees to provide amount equal to the amount of the grant to carry out this section.  
(b)  There is authorized to appropriate to carry out this section $50,000 for fiscal 
years beginning after September 30, 1986. 

 
The original USACE Feasibility Study, initiated in 1974, concluded that the removal of contaminated 
sediments must be accompanied by non-Federal actions to control the introduction of pollutants into 
the Miami River to achieve the objectives of improving water and sediment quality.  The study was 
placed in abeyance in 1977 pending those non-Federal actions.  Upon initiation of regulatory and 
enforcement actions and completion of facility modifications, the study was resumed in 1985. 
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A Draft Feasibility Report, prepared and circulated in May 1986, concluded that no quantifiable 
National Economic Development Benefits could be identified for the Miami River sediment removal, 
and, therefore, the USACE could not recommend that dredging be accomplished.  Local, state, and 
Federal agencies, except one, objected to the conclusions of the study.  Proponent agencies stated 
that there is a need to remove sediments to improve water quality conditions within the area of the 
Miami River and Biscayne Bay and to avoid adverse economic impacts resulting from vessel draft 
restrictions. 
 
In response to extensive public comments and to the new planning capabilities legislated in the 
WRDA of 1986, a new feasibility report was prepared and completed in 1990.  The 1990 Feasibility 
Report concluded that there was no apparent justification for removing sediment to improve water 
quality or navigation.  However, the report noted an apparent justification for maintenance dredging, 
which would enable deep draft vessels to use the Miami River in a more efficient manner. 
 
1.3.2 Development History 
 
The Miami River project was built during the mid-1930s when just over a million cubic yards (cy) of 
dredged material were removed at a total cost of about $600,000.  The USACE carried out a 
Congressional mandate to make the Miami River a Federal navigable waterway by dredging the river 
bottom to a depth of 15 feet.  In 1945, the Miami River project became part of the Miami Harbor 
project through congressional authorization. 
 
1.4 PROJECT PARTNERS 
 
The local sponsor for this project is Miami-Dade County.  Miami-Dade County has agreed to 
cooperate with the USACE to provide an acceptable interim upland staging area. 
 
1.5 PURPOSE AND SCOPE 
 
The Miami River Federal project does not have a DMMP or a disposal site for maintenance dredging.  
The sponsor has identified one potential interim upland staging area for this work. 
 
A preliminary assessment has been conducted for the Miami River as part of the Miami Harbor 
project.  This Management Plan Study will be used to the fullest extent possible and with, where 
applicable, information contained in the December 1993 report Alternatives for the Dredging and 
Disposal of Sediment from the Miami Harbor (Miami River) Project, Florida.  The information will 
be updated to reflect correct conditions on the river and subsequent data collection efforts and studies 
that have completed since 1993.  The scope of work addresses the work tasks, responsibility for their 
accomplishment and the schedule of performance.  Technical studies and analyses are included to 
establish project features and elements that will form the basis for the preparation and 
implementation of a management plan. 
 
1.6 POLICY REQUIREMENTS 
 

• National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
• Endangered Species Act of 1973 
• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 
• National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Inter Alia) 
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• Clean Water Act of 1972 
• Clean Air Act of 1972 
• Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 
• Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 
• Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968 
• Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 
• Estuary Protection Act of 1968 
• Federal Water Project Recreation Act 
• Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 
• Submerged Lands Act of 1953 
• Coastal Barrier Resources Act and Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1990 
• Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 
• Anadromous Fish Conservation Act 
• Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Migratory Bird Conservation Act 
• Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act 
• Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
• E.O. 11990, Protection of Wetlands 
• E.O. 11988, Flood Plain Management 
• E.O. 12898, Environmental Justice 
• E.O. 13045, Protection of Children 
• E.O. 13112, Invasive Species 

 
1.7 PROJECT BACKGROUND DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
1.7.1 Description of Existing Conditions 
 
The Miami River project study area is located between Biscayne Bay and the salinity control 
structure, within the City of Miami, Miami-Dade County, on the southeastern coast of Florida.  The 
salinity dam, located 5.5 miles upstream near NW 36th Street, limits the navigable part of the river. 
 
The Miami Canal, a major drainage from the Everglades Agricultural Area, is part of the Central and 
South Florida Project.  The portion of the canal immediately upstream from the salinity control 
structure receives drainage from industrial, commercial, residential, and agricultural areas.  
Downstream from the salinity control structure there is extensive commercial, industrial, and 
residential development.  Water dependent and water related commercial and industrial operations 
along the Miami River include commercial shipping, marinas, ship and boat yards, marine sales, boat 
manufacturing, and maritime services. 
 
The mouth of the Miami River is located at the northwestern shore of Biscayne Bay.  Across the bay, 
and approximately 2.5 miles from the mouth of the river, are the southern end of Miami Beach, 
Fisher Island, and Virginia Key.  Biscayne Bay is an inlet of the Atlantic Ocean, and is partially 
separated from the ocean by a series of barrier islands.  The southern region of Biscayne Bay is 
managed by the U.S. National Park Service as Biscayne National Park.  The northern portion of the 
bay constitutes the Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve, which is managed by the State of Florida. 
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1.7.2 Maintenance Dredging History 
 
The original, natural channel of the Miami River was located entirely within Miami-Dade County, 
Florida.  The north fork of the Miami River originated at the “Miami River Rapids,” a depression in 
the Atlantic Coastal Ridge, which allowed impounded water of the Everglades to flow southeasterly 
approximately 4.5 miles to the mouth of the Miami River at Biscayne Bay.  The south fork of the 
river originated in a similar manner approximately one-half mile to the south of the Miami River 
Rapids.  In 1909, a new channel was cut through the Atlantic Coastal Ridge approximately 100 feet 
north of the Miami River Rapids as part of the Everglades drainage program, and the Miami 
River/Miami Canal was extended northward to Lake Okeechobee.  The Miami River/Miami Canal is 
approximately 80 miles long. 
 
From 1931-1933, the USACE dredged the Miami River to create a navigation channel that extends 
from the mouth of the Miami River approximately 5.5 miles to a salinity control structure near NW 
36th Street.  The Miami River navigation channel is 150 feet wide and 14-16 feet deep from the 
mouth of the Miami River to the south fork, 125 feet wide and 14-16 feet deep from the south fork to 
the Tamiami Canal, and 90 feet wide and 10-14 feet deep from the Tamiami Canal to the Seaboard 
Railroad Bridge near the salinity structure (Metropolitan Dade County Planning Department, 1962). 
 
There has been no maintenance dredging of the Miami River since its creation as a Federal 
Navigation Project 70 years ago. 
 
1.7.3 Historical Dredged Material Disposal Site Capacity and Usage 
 
Since no maintenance has been performed on the Federal Navigation Channel on the Miami River in 
70 years, there is not a historical dredged material disposal site. 
 
During construction in the early 1930s, dredged material was placed near both banks of the Miami 
River along the project’s entire length.  Areas of “dredged fill” are shown adjacent to both banks of 
the river in the November 1934, Miami River, FLA-Conditions on Completion of Dredging of 
Channel Project (“as-built”) attached as Attachment A. 
 
Private dredging has occurred as needed outside the Federal Navigation Channel along bulkheads, 
docks, and boat slips.  This activity is currently regulated by the USACE, the State of Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection, and Miami-Dade County, Department of Environmental 
Resources Management (DERM). 
 
2.0 STUDY PLAN 
 
2.1 QUALITY CONTROL PLAN 
 
Coordination of all the various elements and components of the study is essentially a management 
activity.  The study process must be kept in phase and on schedule to insure timely completion within 
budget.  Without the proper timing and sequence of events, it is difficult to avoid delays in study 
completion and cost overruns.  Management must be familiar with planning directives as well as all 
work element requirements and schedules to evaluate progress and measure the accuracy and 
completeness of results.  The process is a continuous effort that involves adjustments to schedules 
and work to compensate for unexpected events causing delays and workload problems. 
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The draft report is the initial coordination document.  Once the coordination process is complete, the 
comments are evaluated to determine the impact on study findings.  Attachment B contains the 
Quality Control Plan (QCP) for the Miami River Dredged Material Management Plan.  This plan is a 
dynamic document that is currently being revised to reflect personnel and schedule changes. 
 
3.0 METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES 
 
As previously mentioned, the Miami River Federal Project does not have a DMMP or a disposal site 
for maintenance.  Recent changes in 1999 to the cost share agreement (Federal/Non-Federal split) 
have fostered interest by the local sponsor to provide an interim upland staging area for the initial 
dredging of the Miami River.  The local sponsor is providing one berthing area and one upland 
staging area for interim use during the Miami River dredging project.  Dredging methodology and 
final disposal are being solicited through the Request for Proposal (RFP) process.  All dredging will 
be performed in an environmentally acceptable manner in accordance with county, state, and Federal 
regulations.  Final disposal will be at an approved solid waste landfill or other acceptable disposal 
area in accordance with all local, state, and Federal requirements. 
 
3.1.1 Public Involvement 
 
The public has been involved throughout the evaluation of this project.  Public meetings have been 
held through the Miami River Coordinating Committee (in the early 1990s) and the Miami River 
Commission (MRC), Dredging Working Group (1998 through present).  Recent minutes of the MRC 
are included in Attachment C.  Additional public meetings have been held in the Melrose 
neighborhood near the Miami River by Miami-Dade County and the USACE.  Public meetings have 
also been held twice by the Miami-Dade County Board of Commissioners. 
 
3.1.2 Scoping 
 
Scoping for the proposed project was initiated by letter in September 1991 distributed to the 
appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, city and county officials, and other parties known to be 
interested in the project.  Copies of the scoping letter, the mailing list of addresses used for 
distribution, and letters of response are included in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (see 
Attachment D) prepared for this project.  A public scoping meeting was held in Miami on 
September 5, 1991. 
 
3.1.3 Public Meetings 
 
In addition to the public scoping meeting that was held in Miami on September 5, 1991, other public 
meetings have also been held (see Section 3.1.1). 
 
3.1.4 Compliance with Environmental Requirements 

 
3.1.4.1 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.  The project complies with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq. P.L. 91-190. 
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3.1.4.2 Endangered Species Act of 1973.  At this stage of planning, this project complies with 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq. P.L. 93-205.  Coordination 
with Federal and state wildlife officials will continue throughout the planning stage of the proposed 
project. 
 
3.1.4.3 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958.  This project is currently being 
coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  A Coordination Act Report (CAR) is in 
development by the USFWS.   
 
3.1.4.4  National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Inter Alia).  Consultation with the 
Florida State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has been initiated in accordance with the National 
Historic Preservation Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 470a, et seq. P.L. 89-655; the Archeological and 
Historic Preservation Act, as amended; and Executive Order 11593.  
 
3.1.4.5  Clean Water Act of 1972.  The project complies with the Clean Water Act, as 
amended, (Federal Water Pollution Control Act) 33 U.S.C. 1251, et seq. P.L. 92-500.  
 
3.1.4.6   Clean Air Act of 1972.  At this stage of planning, this project complies with Section 
309 of the Clean Air Act of 1972, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 1857h-7, et seq. P.L. 91-604. 
 
3.1.4.7   Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972.  This project is consistent with the Florida 
Coastal Zone Management Program (see Appendix C) and complies with the Coastal Zone Management 
Act of 1972, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1451, et seq. P.L. 92-583. 
 
3.1.4.8   Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981.  No prime or unique farmland would be 
impacted by implementation of this project.  The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1980 and 1995, P.L. 
97-98 is not applicable. 
 
3.1.4.9   Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968.  No designated Wild and Scenic river reaches 
would be affected by project related activities.  The Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968, as amended, 16 
U.S.C. 1271, et seq. P.L. 90-542 is not applicable. 
 
3.1.4.10   Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972.  Incorporation of the safeguards used to 
protect threatened or endangered species during dredging and disposal operations would also protect any 
marine mammals in the area, therefore, this project is in compliance with the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act of 1968, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1361, et seq. P.L. 92-522. 
 
3.1.4.11   Estuary Protection Act of 1968.  No designated estuary would be affected by project 
activities.  The Estuary Protection Act of 1968, 16 U.S.C. 1221, et seq. P.L. 90-454 is not applicable. 
 
3.1.4.12  Federal Water Project Recreation Act.  The principles of the Federal Water Project 
Recreation Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C 460-1 (12), et seq. P.L. 89-72, do not apply to this project. 
 
3.1.4.13  Submerged Lands Act of 1953.  This project is in compliance with the State 
Sovereignty and Submerged Lands program and the Submerged Lands Act of 1953, 43 U.S.C. 1301, et 
seq. 
 
3.1.4.14  Coastal Barrier Resources Act and Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1990.  
There are no designated coastal barrier resources in the project area that would be affected by this 
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project.  The Coastal Barrier Resources Act, 16 U.S.C. 3501, et seq., P.L. 97-348, and Coastal Barrier 
Improvement Act of 1990 are not applicable.  
 
3.1.4.15   Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899.  The proposed work would not obstruct navigable 
waters of the United States.  The proposed action has been subject to the public notice, public hearing, 
and other evaluations normally conducted for activities subject to the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, as 
amended, 33 U.S.C. 401, et seq.  The project is in full compliance. 
 
3.1.4.16   Anadromous Fish Conservation Act.  As defined in the Anadromous Fish 
Conservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 757a-g, 79 Stat. 1125, as amended by P.L. 89-304, anadromous fish 
species would not be affected.   
 
3.1.4.17   Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Migratory Bird Conservation Act.  No migratory 
birds would be affected by project activities.  The project is in compliance with the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 715-715d, 715e, 715f-715r; 45 Stat. 1222 and the Migratory Bird Treaties 
and other international agreements listed in the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, Section 
2(a)(4). 
 
3.1.4.18   Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act.  The Marine Protection, Research 
and Sanctuaries Act, 33 U.S.C. 1401, et seq. P.L. 92-532 (3[33 U.S.C. 1402](f)) does not apply to this 
project. 
 
3.1.4.19   Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation Act, as amended in 1996, 16 U.S.C. 1801, et seq. P.L. 94-265.  This act 
requires that the effects of Federal projects on essential fish habitat be assessed.  The environmental 
impact statement accompanying this document serves as the essential fish habitat 
consultation/assessment document. 
 
3.1.4.20   E.O. 11990, Protection of Wetlands.  No wetlands would be affected by project activities.  
This project is in compliance with the goals of this Executive Order. 
 
3.1.4.21   E.O. 11988, Flood Plain Management.  The project is in the base flood plain (100-year 
flood) and has been evaluated in accordance with this Executive Order.  This project complies with the 
goals of this Executive Order. 
 
3.1.4.22   E.O. 12898, Environmental Justice.  On February 11, 1994, the President of the 
United States issued Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.  The Executive Order mandates that each 
Federal agency make environmental justice part of the agency mission and to address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of the programs and 
policies on minority and low-income populations. 
 
No minority or low-income populations would be adversely affected by project activities.  This 
project complies with the goals of this Executive Order.  
 
3.1.4.23   E.O. 13045, Protection of Children. On April 21, 1997, the President of the United 
States issued Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and 
Safety Risks.  The Executive Order mandates that each Federal agency make a high priority to 
identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect 
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children and ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks 
to children that result from environmental health risks or safety risks. 
 
3.1.4.24 E.O. 13112, Invasive Species.  This executive order requires Federal agencies to 
consider the potential for proposed actions to promote the spread of invasive species.  In southern 
Florida, invasive species such as Australian pine, Brazilian pepper, and melaleuca are typically found 
to colonize disturbed sites.  Site disturbance associated with this project would involve the 
establishment of a staging area.  However, because this project would be of short duration followed 
by restoration of the staging area, there would be limited opportunity for invasive species to become 
established.  
 
3.1.4.25   E.O. 13089, Coral Reef Protection.  The nearest known coral reef area to the mouth of 
the Miami River is offshore of Government Cut, approximately 4 miles from the river.  It is currently 
anticipated that sediments suspended by the dredging activities will not adversely affect those coral 
reefs. 
 
3.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS/CONDITIONS LIKELY  
 TO PREVAIL WITHOUT A PLAN 
 
The Miami River Federal project does not have a DMMP or a disposal site for maintenance.  The 
authorized navigation project provides for a channel 15 feet deep throughout its 5.5-mile length.  The 
bottom width of the channel varies.  It is 150 feet wide from the confluence with Biscayne Bay for 
the first three miles, thence 125-feet for the next 1.1 miles, thence 90 feet wide for the last 1.4 miles.  
The last Federal dredging of the Miami River was done when the channel was constructed in 1933-
34, when just over a million yards of material were removed from the project area.  WRDA 86 
authorized removal of polluted sediments, contingent on completion of feasibility study.  The 
Navigation Study for Miami Harbor (Miami River) Florida-Final Feasibility Report – 10001 (March 
1990), prepared by the Jacksonville District USACE, notes an apparent justification for maintenance 
dredging the Miami River.  The removal of river sediments would allow small ships more efficiently 
to utilize the Miami River and would impede harmful sediments from being reintroduced into the 
river and possibly transported to Biscayne Bay. 
 
Ongoing navigation in the river promotes continued re-suspension of sediments.  Vessels and their 
escorting tugs navigating the Miami River, as well as other watercraft, currently engage in a de facto 
form of dredging of shoals and shallow reaches of the waterway.  Prop-wash agitation and bottom 
dragging suspend sediments and enable the channel to retain a depth that minimally enables 
navigation to continue.  Prop wash from escort tugs also continually agitates bottom sediments 
outside the navigation channel, as they must use the entire river width to steer larger vessels up and 
down the river. 
 
River discharge and tidal currents promote the transfer of suspended materials into Biscayne Bay.  A 
turbidity plume at the mouth of the Miami River can be readily identified in virtually all aerial 
photographs of the area; the plume is also visible from vantage points at Brick ell Point, particularly 
during ebb tide.  Studies of Biscayne Bay have concluded that the Miami River sediments are a 
significant source of contamination to Biscayne Bay (Long et al., 1999). 
 
Without the project, contaminated sediments would continue to be discharged into Biscayne Bay, 
which is documented in this DMMP to be an Outstanding Florida Water, an aquatic preserve, a 
National Park (at the southern reach), and a significant environmental resource.  This DMMP 
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documents the toxicity of the sediments, and the EIS and its accompanying Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act Report document adverse effects of the Miami River sediments on the Biscayne 
Bay ecosystem.  It appears reasonable to conclude that the State of Florida and the Federal 
Government would not allow the unabated discharge of contaminated sediments from the Miami 
River to continue.  If the contaminated sediments are not removed, the closure of the Miami River as 
a port facility may be the only recourse for protecting the integrity of the Biscayne Bay ecosystem. 
 
3.3 FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS 
 
3.3.1 Introduction 
 
The planning process consists of a series of steps that identifies or responds to problems and 
opportunities associated with the Federal objective in the selection of a recommended plan.  The 
process involves an orderly and systematic approach to making determinations and decisions at each 
step so that the public can be fully aware of the basic assumptions employed, the data and 
information analyzed, the areas of risk and uncertainty, the reasons and rationales used, and the 
significant implications of each alternative plan.  Steps in this process are: 
 

• Identification of problems and opportunities associated with the Federal objective; 
 

• Inventory, forecast, and analysis of resource conditions within the planning area relevant 
to the identified problems and opportunities; 

 
• Formulation of alternative plans through the establishment of goals and objectives and 

the identification of planning requirements; 
 

• Evaluation of the effects of the alternative plans; 
 

• Comparison of alternative plans; and 
 

• Selection of a recommended plan based on the comparison. 
 
The final recommended plan must meet the original project goal of presenting a management plan 
that identifies the specific measures necessary to manage the volume of material likely to be dredged 
over a 20-year period. 
 
In achieving this goal, each of the alternatives was evaluated according to criteria specified in the EIS 
(Attachment D) of this document.  The alternatives and the criteria were developed from meetings, 
discussions, and coordination with representatives of affected or interested agencies, organizations, 
and the public. 
 
3.3.2 Federal Objective 
 
The objective of this project is to develop a DMMP for the Miami River Federal Navigation Project 
that identifies specific measures necessary to manage the volume of material likely to be dredged 
over a 20-year period, from both construction and maintenance dredging. 
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3.3.3 Planning Goals and Objectives 
 

In order to develop the DMMP, the objectives of the project must first be identified.  The following 
planning objectives were established to address the problems and realize the opportunities identified, 
and to serve as guidelines for the formulation and evaluation of alternative plans. 
 

• Consider cost and effectiveness.  Evaluate the cost of the project, taking into account 
initial dredging costs and future dredge management costs.  Additionally, determine 
whether the alternative will satisfy the Federal timeline for implementation and 
completion of the project. 

 
• Minimize adverse socioeconomic impacts.  Socioeconomic impacts include impacts to 

local businesses, residents, and recreation. 
 

• Minimize adverse environmental impacts.  Environmental impacts include impacts to 
fish habitat, water quality, wetlands, and air and noise quality. 

 
The final recommended plan must provide a management plan that identifies specific measures 
necessary to manage the volume of material likely to be dredged over a 20-year period pursuant to 
the Federal project.  Each of the alternatives was evaluated according to the above objectives.  The 
goals and objectives were developed from meetings, discussions, and coordination with 
representatives of affected or interested agencies, organizations, and the public. 

 
3.3.4 Performance Measures 
 
Performance measures are quantitative or qualitative indicators of how well (or poorly) an alternative 
meets a specific objective.  A set of performance measures has been developed for use as the basis 
for evaluation of the various alternatives for this project.  These performance measures have specific 
metrics related directly to each of the project objectives.  Table 1 provides a complete list of the 
performance measures and a comparison of the ability of alternatives to meet planning objectives. 
 

Objective 1.  Consider Cost and Effectiveness.  It is the USACE’s policy to accomplish the 
disposal of dredged material from navigation projects in the least costly manner. 

 
PM1. Construction Cost.  The total cost of dredging for each alternative is 
compared on a quantitative basis. 
 
PM2. Future Dredge Maintenance Costs.  This assessment is made to compare 
future dredge maintenance costs after completion of the initial dredging. 

 
PM3. Implementation and Completion Schedule.  A qualitative comparison of 
each alternative’s ability to meet the Federal timeline for implementation and 
completion. 

 
Objective 2.  Minimize Adverse Socioeconomic Impacts.   

 
PM1. Impacts to Businesses.  Alternatives are qualitatively compared to assess the 
likely impacts on existing businesses. 



 

 14

Table 1.  Performance Measures Summary 
     

Summary of Performance Measures to Assess Each 
Alternative with Project Objectives 

 
OBJECTIVE 1.  CONSIDER COST AND EFFECTIVENESS 

Measure Units Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3
          

  PM 1. Construction Cost $ 
71.7 

million C NA 
          
          

  PM 2. Future Dredge Maintenance Costs $ 
6.5 

million 
6.5 

million NA 
          
          
  PM 3. Implementation and Completion Schedule f,p,n,m f f NA 
          

OBJECTIVE 2.  MINIMIZE ADVERSE SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 
Measure Units Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3

          
  PM 1. Impacts to Businesses f,p,n,m f f NA 
          
          
  PM 2. Impacts to Residents f,p,n,m f f NA 
          
          
  PM 3. Impacts on Recreation f,p,n,m f f NA 
          

OBJECTIVE 3.  MINIMIZE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Measure Units Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3

          
  PM 1. Impacts to Fish Habitat f,p,n,m f f NA 
          
          
  PM2. Impacts to Water Quality  f,p,n,m f f NA 
          
          
  PM3. Impacts on Wetlands Acres 0 0 NA 
          
c = USACE to provide data   Alternative 1, Base Plan   
f = Full compliance    Alternative 2, Preferred Plan 
p = Partial compliance    Alternative 3, No Action (Status Quo) 
n = Non compliance 
m = Minimally satisfies 
NA = Not applicable 
 
Source: G.E.C., Inc., August 2001. 
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PM2. Impacts to Residents.  Alternatives are qualitatively compared to assess 
likely impacts to local residents. 

 
PM3.  Impacts on Recreation.  Alternatives are qualitatively compared to assess 
any possible impacts on recreation resulting from the project. 
 

Objective 3.  Minimize Adverse Environmental Impacts.  
 

 PM1. Impacts to Fish Habitat.  Alternatives are qualitatively compared to assess 
 the likely impacts on project area fish habitat. 
 

PM2. Impacts to Water Quality.  Alternatives are qualitatively compared to assess 
likely impacts to project area water quality. 

 
PM3. Impacts on Wetlands.  Alternatives are quantitatively compared to assess 
impacts on wetlands. 

 
 
3.3.5 Planning Constraints 

 
3.3.5.1  Socioeconomic Factors.  There are numerous residences and businesses in vicinity of the 
proposed project.  As a result, a policy of avoidance and minimization of impact to businesses, 
residences, and recreation, to the greatest extent practicable, is an important constraint in evaluating 
the alternatives.  

 
3.3.5.2 Wetlands.  Wetlands are generally not present in the vicinity of the proposed project but 
remain subject to evaluation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Additionally, dredge 
pipeline routes are potentially subject to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.   
 
3.3.5.3 Protected Species.  Coordination with USFWS, NMFS, and Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission (FFWCC) indicates species listed by both Federal and State governments 
as threatened or endangered are located in the vicinity of the proposed project and are subject to the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.  Detailed information is presented in the Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
 
3.3.5.4 Surface Water.  The Miami River was originally classified by the State of Florida as a 
Class IV waterbody.  In 1989, the river’s classification was changed from Class IV to Class III.  
Class III waterbodies can support recreation and a healthy and well-balanced population of fish and 
wildlife.  The Miami River does not technically meet all Class III standards at present; however, 
local interests have stated that the classification change was made so that the river could be regulated 
to ultimately meet those standards.  The tidal portion of the Miami River lies within the Biscayne 
Bay Aquatic Preserve.  All waters within the preserve are classified Outstanding Florida Waters.  An 
Outstanding Florida Water (OFW) is a waterbody deemed worthy of special protection due to its 
natural attributes. 
 
3.3.5.5 Costs.  It is the USACE’s policy to accomplish the disposal of dredged material from 
navigation projects in the least costly manner consistent with proper stewardship of natural resources 
and maintenance of a healthy human environment.  The cost-share formula for Miami River was 
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modified by Congress, with the Federal interest absorbing 100 percent of the dredging costs; the 
Federal government would provide 80 percent of the disposal cost except land purchase or lease, 
with the remaining 20 percent provided by local sponsors. 
 
3.3.6 Project Requirements   
 
The existing Federal project for Miami River provides for a navigation channel 15 feet deep throughout 
its 5.5-mile length.  The project was authorized in July 1930.  There has never been a maintenance-
dredging project conducted on the Miami River.  Therefore, there is not a dredging history or a 
historically used disposal site available.  In 1993, a USACE report specifically addressed alternatives 
for the dredging and disposal of sediment from the Miami River.   
 
Depths and widths along the river are shown in a typical cross section (Figure 2).  This cross-section 
shows that the shoaled sediments lie above a rock layer and that the majority of those sediments are 
within the dredging template for the existing Federal project. 
 
Preliminary estimates of sediment quantities are tabulated in Table 2.  For purposes of this report it is 
assumed that the Federal navigation channel will result in approximately 600,000 cy of material 
dredged. 

 
Table 2.  Miami River Dredging Quantities for a 15-Foot 

Required Depth with 2 Feet of Allowable Overdepth 
 

 
Federal Channel 

 
Non-Federal 
Dredging 

 
Total 

Required Depth (cy) 310,000 158,000 486,000 

Allowable Overdepth (cy) 284,000 26,000 310,000 

TOTAL (cy) 594,000 184,000 778,000 
         
 Based on survey N° 00-012, dated 21 August 1999, 
 3:1 side slope, and 10’ set back from all structures 
 Source:  Jacksonville District USACE, 2001. 
 
As shown in Figure 3, the reduced project dimensions are generally located along the outer edges of 
the main channel at the riverbanks.  The depth and width near the channel center provide marginal 
clearance for the current vessel fleet operating at the port.  However, those vessels require special 
handling in navigating the river because deposited river sediments have reduced the effective channel 
dimensions, which in turn limit the vessel maneuvering area.  Furthermore, additional horsepower is 
needed to overcome the higher friction or drag effects between the vessel’s hull and the bottom and 
side sediments.  
 
Channel shoaling also contributes to the mixing actions that resuspend river sediments.  Channel 
shoaling compounds the mixing action by confining the displaced water moving around an underway 
ship's hull to a smaller area thereby generating higher velocities and increasing turbulence.  
Additionally, terminal operators load ships to their deeper drafts for the export of outbound 
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commodities; these transits have to take advantage of the high tides.  On outgoing tides and riverine 
flood flows, the resuspended sediments are transported from Miami River to Biscayne Bay. 
 
Commercial vessels presently transiting the Federal project have drafts ranging from eight to 15 feet 
and beams varying from 30 to 45 feet.  Current project channel widths are capable of handling those 
vessels safely and efficiently if the channel dimensions are maintained to the authorized dimensions.  
 
It has been estimated that approximately 600,000 cy of sediments lie on the bottom of the lower 
5.5 miles of the Miami River within the Federal navigation channel.  The thickness of the sediment 
varies from one to three feet in the deeper parts of the river and as thick as five to 10 feet along the 
channel sides as shown in figures 2 and 3.  The sediments in some areas have high silt-clay content, 
ranging from 61 to 82 percent.  The unwanted sediments are the materials that have settled on the top of 
the rock layer. 
 
Recent surveys indicate that approximately 500,000 cy of additional sediment exists in the Miami River 
in the areas outside the Federal navigation project.  The “non-Federal” dredge material may be 
removed during the Miami River dredging project, but is a 100 percent local cost (no Federal cost 
share).  Further, the 200,000 cy non-Federal quantity of dredge material does not include tributary 
channels to the Miami River.  This 200,000 cy of sediment is expected to be removed at the expense of 
the local sponsor. 
 
3.3.7 Alternatives 
 
The dredging of the Federal project to the dimensions of 90 to 150 feet wide and 15 feet deep will 
require the removal of 242,912 cy of dredged material.  Allowable overdepth dredging will be 
performed to a depth of 17 feet as a pay quantity, resulting in the removal of 270,654 cy of sediment.  
No deepening of the channel will occur.  No limestone will be dredged, and no advanced 
maintenance dredging will be performed.   
 
3.3.7.1 Alternative 1, Base Plan.  The base plan for the Miami River dredging project is 
modeled after a conventional USACE dredging project. 
   
Plans and specifications would be prepared, the project advertised, and an award would be made to 
the lowest bidder. 
 
Sediments would be excavated by a mechanical dredge in phases over approximately five years. 
 
The local sponsor would provide an upland interim staging area for unloading of dredged materials 
and dewatering or drying of material in a confined manner.  Dried material would be hauled to and 
disposed at an appropriate upland landfill.  The interim site will be restored to its pre-existing 
condition. 
 
At the request of the local sponsor, the interim site cannot be utilized for conventional diking with 
open-air drying.  Any plan that utilizes the interim staging area must confine or cover the material 
during the drying process.  Open-air drying would not be allowed. 
 
3.3.7.2 Alternative 2, Preferred Alternative.  The preferred alternative is to issue a RFP.  The 
USACE would then select a Contractor, who would work in partnership with the Jacksonville 
District to dredge the Miami River to remove contaminated sediments from the river and restore the 
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river to its Federally authorized dimensions.  The RFP solicitation would promote the use of 
innovative technology for disposing contaminated sediments, for reducing impacts to surrounding 
communities, and for capturing possible cost and time savings. 
 
Dredging would be performed by a mechanical dredge, hydraulic dredge, or a combination of both. 
 
Under this scenario, the local sponsor would provide an interim upland staging area and interim 
berthing staging area adjacent to the river.  Land easements and rights-of-way for the dredging 
project are the responsibility of the local sponsor.  Miami-Dade County, which is pursuing the use of 
property near the Jai-Alai fronton.  As mentioned, the interim staging area cannot be used for 
conventional diking with open-air drying.  Therefore, any plan that utilizes this interim upland 
staging area must confine the material (e.g., geotubes, etc.).  However, conventional diking and open-
air drying can be used in the Miami River dredging project if the contractor provides another upland 
staging site acceptable to Federal, state, and local authorities. 
 
3.4 EVALUATE/COMPARE THE EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS 
 
This DMMP is focused on material management from maintenance of the Federal project in the 
lower five and a half miles of the Miami River at its mouth near Biscayne Bay. 
 
3.4.1 Dredging Needs and Equipment 
 
3.4.1.1 Introduction.  The process of determining dredging needs and equipment requirements, 
which is tied to selecting removal and transport technologies, should be driven by treatment and/or 
disposal considerations.  This is because treatment/disposal options typically have the higher cost and 
are more controversial from a social, political, or regulatory perspective.  This section is an update of 
the December 1993 report entitled, Alternatives for the Dredging and Disposal of Sediments from the 
Miami Harbor (Miami River) Project, Florida. 
 
A concern during the removal and transport of contaminated sediments is the danger of introducing 
contaminants into previously uncontaminated areas.  Contamination during these steps could occur 
primarily from the resuspension of sediments during removal or from spills and leaks during transport.  
Accordingly, the decision to remove must be made only after careful consideration of all non-dredging 
remedial options, including no action and in situ containment or remediation.  Of course, the nature of 
the contamination, or site considerations, may make removal and transport necessary. 
 
The Navigation Study for Miami Harbor (Miami River) Florida - Final Feasibility Report - 10011 
(March 1990) prepared by the Jacksonville District USACE notes an apparent justification for 
maintenance dredging of the Miami River.  The removal of river sediments would allow small ships 
more efficiently to use the Miami River and would impede harmful sediments from being reintroduced 
into the river and possibly transported to Biscayne Bay. 
 
 3.4.1.2 Special Dredging Considerations.  Dredging of Miami River for navigation improvement 
is somewhat confined by existing physical conditions.  Enlargement of horizontal dimensions for more 
channel width would require modification to existing channel banks and would create loss of property.  
Such a change must be supported with sufficient economic benefits to justify the relocation of existing 
facilities and loss of expensive real estate adjacent to the river.  The vertical dimensions are constrained 
by an underlying rock layer that is the approximate lower boundary of the existing Federal project.  The 
rock layer would be expensive to dredge and the impacts of any significant deepening on the Biscayne 



 

 21

Aquifer would be difficult to ascertain.  Additionally, local shipping interests have not requested any 
channel improvements, other than channel maintenance, to service their existing and projected vessel 
fleets. 
 
Most of the vessels using the Miami River are relatively large in relation to the channel dimensions.  
Most of these vessels require tug assistance for their river transits and some must utilize high tides.  
Most vessels require two tugs for a river transit, one with a towline attached to the bow of the ship and 
the second rigged with a towline to the stern.  The tugs operate in tandem with the bow tug pulling the 
ship and the astern tug providing steerage.  Movement of the larger commercial vessels is timed to 
coincide with the direction of the tidal flows to assist in control and movement. 
 
3.4.1.2.1  Bridge Crossings.  There are numerous bascule type drawbridges across the Miami River 
owned and operated by state or local governments.  The operation of those drawbridges is governed by 
Title 33 of the Code of Federal Regulations for Navigation and Navigable Waters.  In general, the 
regulations require that the draws shall open for an approaching vessel; however, from the hours of 
7:30 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, except holidays, the draws 
need not be opened for the passage of vessels.  Tug assistance is also required for most vessels in the 
event a draw is unexpectedly closed.  The drawbridges are currently equipped with communication 
devices that facilitate the timing and coordination of vessel traffic to minimize delays.  In addition, the 
river is spanned by several fixed bridges with sufficient vertical and horizontal clearances for the 
largest vessel currently operating on the river.  The fixed bridges provide 75 feet of vertical clearance 
and the horizontal clearances for both bascule and fixed bridges vary from 75 to 94 feet. 
 
3.4.1.2.2  Debris.  Since the Miami River has never been maintenance dredged during the project's life 
a number of logistic considerations must be addressed prior to the initiation of construction.  The 
amount of unclassified and miscellaneous debris expected to be in the river will require the use of a 
mechanical overwater crane to handle the debris prior to initiating actual dredging.  Current 
bathymetric surveys do not sufficiently identify miscellaneous debris in the Miami River.  
Miscellaneous debris should be classified, removed, and disposed of prior to dredging the river.  
Dredging contractors indicated that the river might possibly be "dragged" to locate and remove the 
debris for disposal.  However, removal of all of the debris prior to dredging is unlikely, as the methods 
for locating it are not perfect. 
 
3.4.1.2.3  Construction Concerns.  The construction or dredging of the project is projected to be done 
in phases and to take approximately 60 months to complete because of the complexity of the 
construction activities.  Another factor affecting dredging activities is the shallow project depths that 
will limit construction access and not permit full loading of hopper barges if they are used for material 
transport. 
 
Traffic congestion is another consideration affecting construction activities.  The size of the ships 
transiting the river will necessitate frequent work stoppages for the dredge to be moved out of the way 
to enable passage because of the narrow channel widths and the close proximity of other vessels 
berthed alongside the channel.  Because of the high volume of river traffic, the Contractor will have to 
conduct dredging operations in coordination with vessel movements and bridge openings that generally 
coincide with high tide.  Some additional delays will occur while waiting for drawbridges to open 
during normal transits.  Additional efforts and coordination with affected river users will be needed 
before and during construction. 
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Some type of mechanical dredge will be used for miscellaneous debris removal and dredging in tight 
confines (docks, bulkheads, etc.) regardless of the equipment selected for the main removal effort. 
 
3.4.1.3 Types of Dredges Available.  To increase efficiency and reduce sediment resuspension, 
dredges, operational controls, and barriers should be used together.  Of these, dredges actually remove 
the sediments; operational controls and barriers minimize the resuspension and spread of sediments 
during removal. 
 
3.4.1.3.1  Dredges.  In the selection of a dredge type for removal of sediments, the following factors 
should be considered: 
 
  1. Volume:  The volume of material to be removed will determine the scale of 

operations and the time frame available for removal.  The preliminary volume 
quantities provided by the USACE, of dredged material to be removed from the 
Miami River Federal navigation channel is approximately 600,000 cy.  The 
USACE estimates a phased dredging project will take approximately 60 months to 
complete while conversation with dredge contractors estimate 12-18 months for 
completion using innovative technology. 

 
  2. Location: The location factor involves both the physical setting of the project and 

the actual location of the sediments to be dredged in the river.  Based upon the 
preliminary quantities provided by the USACE, approximately 25 percent of the 
total volume of material available to be dredged from the Miami River is outside 
the Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Navigation project.  This percentage varies 
within each reach of the river with the largest percentage of material outside the 
O&M project occurring near the mouth of the Miami River.  Consideration should 
be given to where the material is located as a pipeline or hydraulic dredge does not 
remove material efficiently close to bulkheads, piers, or other structures in the 
water.  Material located in tight confines is best removed by a mechanical dredging 
process, which has better dredging accuracy and efficiency. 

 
  3. Material: Consolidated sediments, large amounts of debris, and contaminants are 

items of concern.  The Miami River sediments located at the edges of and outside 
the O&M project are characterized as more consolidated than those in the 
navigation channel.  The absence of maintenance dredging of this project insures 
that the classifying, removal and disposal of miscellaneous debris from the river 
must be addressed.  Sediment analyses at various locations throughout the project 
indicate the presence of elevated levels of pollutants. 

 
  4. Pre-Treatment: Requirements of sediment treatment technology (dewatering, etc.) 

will affect the type and extent of dredging operations used in the project.  The type 
of dredge selected can result in resuspension of sediments varying by orders of 
magnitude at the dredge site and disposal area. 

 
There are three general types of dredges available for the removal of sediments:  mechanical, hydraulic, 
and pneumatic.  Historically, mechanical and hydraulic dredges have been the most common types 
used in the United States.  Pneumatic dredges, which are relative newcomers, are generally 
manufactured overseas and have only limited availability; they have been developed specifically for 
small volumes of contaminated sediments.  Because pneumatic dredges are not readily available, 
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discussions of dredge selection for the Miami River will be limited to mechanical and hydraulic 
dredges only. 
 
3.4.1.3.2  Mechanical Dredges.  These dredges remove sediments by the direct application of 
mechanical force to dislodge sediment material.  The force is commonly applied, and the material 
scooped away, with a bucket.  The most commonly used mechanical dredge is the clamshell dredge.  
The clamshell dredge has widespread application for the removal of sediments, although the use of a 
modified, watertight bucket may be required to reduce sediment resuspension.  In the case of the Miami 
River, the use of a watertight bucket may be detrimental to the operation depending on the amount of 
debris in the channel.  Debris will prevent the bucket from closing completely, causing the material to 
discharge from the bottom and top.  Removal of debris may be hindered because of those large items 
that do not fit within the closed bucket.  .  Dipper dredges, bucket ladder dredges, and dragline dredges 
are other mechanical dredges available to remove sediments but are generally limited in use because of 
excessive sediment resuspension. 
 
3.4.1.3.3  Hydraulic Dredges.  Hydraulic pipeline cutterhead suction dredges use centrifugal pumps to 
remove sediments in a liquid slurry form.  They are widely available in the U.S.  Because it is equipped 
with a rotating cutter apparatus surrounding the intake end of the suction pipe, it can efficiently dig and 
pump all types of alluvial materials and compacted deposits, such as clay and hardpan.  This type of 
dredge has the capability of pumping dredged material long distances to upland disposal areas.  Slurries 
of 10 to 20 percent solids (by dry weight) are typical, depending upon the material being dredged, 
dredging depth, horsepower of dredge pumps, and pumping distance to disposal area.   
 
3.4.1.4 Cutterhead Dredges.  The cutterhead dredge was developed to loosen densely packed 
deposits and eventually cut through soft rock; it can excavate a wide range of materials including clay, 
silt, sand, and gravel.  The cutterhead is used to dislodge material and to act as an excluder to make sure 
the discharge pipelines do not become clogged with miscellaneous debris or items.  The cutterhead 
dredge is suitable for maintaining harbors, canals, and outlet channels where wave heights are not 
excessive.  Wave action should not be a concern when dredging the Miami River because of its 
protected location upstream of Biscayne Bay and navigational requirements of a No Wake Zone 
imposed on vessels traveling the river. 
 
The excavated material may be disposed of in open water or in confined disposal areas located upland 
or in the water.  In the case of open-water disposal, only a floating discharge pipeline, made up of 
sections of pipe mounted on pontoons and held in place by anchors, is required.  Additional sections of 
shore pipeline are required when upland disposal is used.  In addition, the excavated materials may be 
placed in hopper barges for disposal in open water or in confined areas that are remote from the 
dredging area.   
 
Two advantages of utilizing a cutterhead dredge for dredging the Miami River are: the resuspension of 
sediment during a cutterhead dredging operation is limited and the dredge's capability of excavating 
most types of material and pumping it through pipelines for long distances to upland disposal site 
eliminates the need for rehandling. 
 
The limitations of utilizing a cutterhead dredge for dredging the Miami River are as follows:  
cutterhead dredges generate large volumes of water in removing sediments that must be handled and 
treated prior to disposal or release.  Most debris cannot be removed hydraulically.  If a hydraulic dredge 
is used to dredge the Miami River, an additional mechanical operation will be needed to remove 
unclassified and miscellaneous debris prior to hydraulic dredging.  Hydraulic cutterhead dredges cannot 
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accurately and effectively dredge around bulkheads, piers, bridge abutments, bridge fenders, and other 
tight confines like those on the Miami River.  A comparison of selected hydraulic dredges is shown in 
Table 3. 
 
3.4.1.5 Mechanical Dredges 
 
3.4.1.5.1  Dipper Dredges.  The dipper dredge is essentially a barge-mounted power shovel.  It is 
equipped with a power-driven ladder structure and is operated from a barge type hull.  A bucket is 
firmly attached to the ladder structure and is forcibly thrust into the material to be removed.  Dipper 
dredges normally have a bucket capacity of eight to 12 cy and a working depth of up to 50 feet.  
Production rates vary considerably. 
 
The dipper dredge is best used for excavating hard, compacted materials after blasting.  Although it can 
be used to remove most bottom sediments, the violent action of this type of equipment may cause 
considerable sediment disturbance and resuspension during maintenance dredging of fine-grained 
material.  In addition, a significant loss of the fine-grained material will occur from the bucket during 
the hoisting process.  The dipper dredge is most effective around bridges, docks, wharves, pipelines, 
piers, or breakwater structures, because it does not require much area to maneuver; there is little danger 
of damaging the structures since the dredging process can be controlled accurately.  No provision is 
made for dredged material containment or transport; therefore, the dipper dredge must work alongside 
the disposal area or be accompanied by disposal barges during the dredging operation. 
 
The advantages for using a dipper dredge on the Miami River are:  the dredge requires less room to 
maneuver in the work area than most other types of dredges; and excavation is precisely controlled so 
that there is little danger of removing material from the foundations of docks and bulkheads when 
dredging is required near these structures.  Dipper dredges are frequently used when disposal acres are 
beyond the pumping distance of pipeline dredges, because scow barges can transport material over long 
distances to the disposal area sites.  The dipper dredge type of operation limits the volume of excess 
water in the barges, as they are loaded because the material is removed at its in situ water content. 
 
Limitations of a dipper dredge include: difficulty in retaining soft, semi-suspended fine-grained 
materials in the buckets of dipper dredges.  Scow-type barges are required to move the material to a 
disposal area, and the production is relatively low when compared to the production of cutterhead 
dredges.  Ref:  Dredging and Dredge Material Disposal, EM-1110-2-5025, 25 March 1983. 
 
3.4.1.5.2  Bucket Dredges.  The bucket type of dredge is so named because it utilizes a bucket to 
excavate the material to be dredged.  Different types of buckets can fulfill various types of dredging 
requirements.  The buckets used include the clamshell, orange peel, and dragline types, which can be 
quickly changed to suit the operational requirements.  The vessel can be positioned and moved within a 
limited area using only anchors; however, in most cases anchors and spuds are used to position and 
move bucket dredges.  The material excavated is placed in scows or hopper barges that are towed to the 
disposal areas.  Bucket dredges range in capacity from one to 12 cy.  The crane is mounted on a flat-
bottomed barge, on fixed-shore installations, or on a crawler mount.  Large variations exist in 
production rates because of variability in depths and materials being excavated.  The effective working 
depth is limited to about 100 feet. 
 
Bucket dredges may be used to excavate most types of materials except for the most cohesive 
sediments and solid rock.  Bucket dredges usually excavate a heaped bucket of material, but during 
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Table 3.  Comparison of Selected Hydraulic Dredges 
 

Technique 

 
 
 

Applications 

 
 
 

Limitations 

Secondary 
Impacts 

 
 

Availability/ 
Transportability 

Vessel 
Length 
Draft 
(ft) 

Production 
(yd3) 

Maximum 
Depth of 

Use 
(ft) 

 
 

Relative 
Cost* 

Portable 
Hydraulic 
(including small 
cutterhead) 

Moderate 
volumes of 
sediments; lakes 
and inland rivers; 
very shallow 
depths (to 18 
inches) 

Limited to waves 
of less than one 
foot; depending 
on model, has 
low production 
rates and limited 
depth 

Moderate 
resuspension of 
sediments 

Readily moved 
over existing 
roads, may require 
some disas-
sembling; widely 
available 

25-50/2-5 50-1,850 50 Low 

Hand-held 
Hydraulic 

Small volumes of 
solids or liquids 
in calm waters; 
for precision 
dragging 

Operated from 
above-water 
units only in 
shallow waters 

Moderate 
resuspension of 
sediments 

Easily moved over 
existing roads; can 
be assembled 
using commonly 
available equip-
ment 

N/A 10-250 1,000 Low 

Cutterhead 

Large volumes of 
solids and 
liquids; up to 
very hard and 
cohesive 
sediments; calm 
waters 

Dredged material 
is 80-90% water; 
cannot operate in 
rough, open 
waters; suscept-
ible to damage 
and weed clog-
ging 

Moderate 
resuspension of 
sediments 

Transport in 
navigable waters 
only; wide avail-
ability 

50-250/3-14 25-10,000 50 Medium 

 
*Costs vary with site characteristics; cutterhead dredges may be the cheapest for a project involving more than a few thousand cubic yards. 
 
Source:  EPA/625/6-91/028, Remediation of Contaminated Sediments, April 1991. 
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hoisting turbulence can wash away part of the load.  Once the bucket clears the water surface, 
additional losses may occur through rapid drainage of entrapped water and slumping of the material 
heaped above the rim.  Loss of material is also influenced by the fit and condition of the bucket, the 
hoisting speed, and the properties of the sediment.  Even under ideal conditions, losses of loose and fine 
sediments will usually occur.  In addition, miscellaneous debris is likely to be encountered in the Miami 
River and would prevent the bucket from closing completely, causing material to discharge from the 
bucket.  Special watertight buckets have been developed for use with mechanical dredges in areas 
containing contaminated sediments.  These watertight buckets were developed to minimize the 
turbidity generated by a mechanical operation.  The edges seal when the bucket is closed and the top is 
covered to minimize loss of dredged material.  However, requiring a watertight bucket may be 
detrimental to the operation depending on the amount of debris in the channel.  A watertight bucket 
does not function properly if debris in the bucket prevents it from closing.  Additionally, the dredging 
of the Miami River will not likely involve material consisting solely of loose- and fine-grained 
sediments.  For these reasons, it is believed that a watertight bucket will not be suitable for a 
mechanical dredging operation on the Miami River even though it would appear to generate less 
turbidity in the water column than a typical bucket.  The turbidity reduction is an idealistic comparison 
that is not representative of the existing situation at the Miami River.  
 
A comparison of turbidity generation in debris areas between a dipper dredge and a bucket dredge 
indicates that even though a dipper dredge has a higher drag associated with the dredging activity, it 
suspends less sediment than a partially closed bucket dredge. 
 
The bucket dredge is suitable for excavating most types of material except for the most cohesive 
sediments and solid rock.  Excavation can proceed at the sediments in situ water content.  Therefore, 
the volume of excess water generated during the dredging process is minimal.  Mechanical bucket 
dredges are highly maneuverable and most effective around bridges, docks, wharves, and piers; there is 
little danger of damaging the structures since the process can be controlled with good dredging 
accuracy.  Mechanical dredges can remove all types of debris, which is of particular concern on the 
Miami River since the navigation channel has never been maintenance dredged. 
 
It is difficult to retain soft, semisuspended fine-grained materials in the buckets of bucket dredges, 
which leads to the potential for large amounts of sediment resuspension.  Scow-type barges are 
required to move the dredged material to a disposal area and the material must be rehandled.  
Production rates are generally lower than the production rates of hydraulic dredges.  However, the 
limitation for production rates of mechanical dredges compared to cutterhead dredges for river 
dredging and transportation needs must be analyzed in light of the overall conditions on the Miami 
River (e.g., drawbridge opening restrictions, the amount of vessel traffic, processing rates at the 
disposal site, etc).  In addition, the miscellaneous debris located in the Miami River would tend to make 
a hydraulic dredge operation less productive due to the inefficient removal of the debris, which is likely 
to clog the cutterhead.  The USACE cost comparisons of mechanical vs. hydraulic dredging and 
transport show that over a long distance, the barging of material becomes more efficient than pumping.  
Hydraulic dredging is efficient as long as the transport distance remains within a cost-effective reach.  
Unit costs are typically higher than hydraulic dredges.  However, when applying the criteria to the 
Miami River, the disadvantages in unit costs for mechanical dredges may not be true when all factors 
are considered such as numerous shutdowns and start-ups that will be needed by a hydraulic operation 
to maintain vessel traffic.  Ref:  Dredging and Dredge Material Disposal, EM-1110-2-5025, 25 March 
1983 
 
A comparison of selected mechanical dredges is presented in Table 4. 
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Table 4.  Comparison of Dipper vs. Clamshell Bucket Mechanical Dredges1 
 

Dredging Depths 
(ft) 

 
 
 

Dredge 
Type 

 
 

Percent Solids 
In Slurry by 

Weight2 

 
 
 

Turbidity 
Caused 

 
 
 

Open-Water 
Operation 

 
 

Vessel 
Draft 

(ft) 

Approximate 
Range of 

Production 
Rates 
(cy/hr) 

 
 

Minimum 

 
 

Maximum 

 
Limiting 

Wave 
Height 

(ft) 

 
 
 

Limiting 
Current 

 
Lateral 

Dredging 
Accuracy3 

(ft) 
Dipper In situ High Yes4 5 30-500 06 50 <37 8 1/2 
Bucket In situ High8 Yes4 5 30-500 06 10010 <37,11 8 1 

 
1Prepared by WES. 
2Percent solids could theoretically be zero, but these are normal working ranges.  Percent solids = wt. of dry sediment 
             wt. of wet slurry 
3Vertical accuracies are generally within ± ft. 
4Limited operation in open water possible, depending on hull size and type and wave height. 
5Depends on floating structure; if barge-mounted, approximately 5- to 6-feet draft. 
6Zero if used alongside of waterway; otherwise, draft of vessel will determine. 
7Depend on supporting vessel—usually barge-mounted. 
8Literature implies that water current hinders dredging operations, but references avoid establishing maximum current limitations.  For most 
dredges, limiting current is probably in the 3- to 5-knot range, with hopper and dustpan dredges able to work at currents of perhaps seven knots. 
9Low, if watertight bucket is used. 
10Demonstrated depth; theoretically could be used much deeper. 
11Theoretically unaffected by wave height; digging equipment not rigid. 
 
Source:  EM 1110-2-5025, Dredging and Dredge Material Disposal, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 25 March 1993. 
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3.4.1.6  Additional Selection Criteria for Dredges.  Most USACE dredging is performed by private 
industry under contract.  The USACE as a general application does not place restrictions on dredging 
equipment but in the case of small disposal areas will limit the pumping rate for use of the area.  Water 
quality and other environmental standards provide sufficient controls and limits for operations without 
the exclusion of specific equipment for a job.  Environmental protection is adequate justification for 
carefully controlling the methods of operation for dredging.  The type of dredging equipment, used for 
Miami River and all dredging activities, will be based primarily on the type, size, and location of the 
disposal area available and required environmental specifications to obtain water quality certification 
for that situation.  The dredging of contaminated sediments requires careful assessment of the dredging 
operation.  A comparison of hydraulic and mechanical dredges is shown in Table 5. 
 

Table 5.  Comparison of Hydraulic and Mechanical Dredges 
 

Dredge Type Advantages Disadvantages 

Mechanical 

-Excavation can proceed at the     
    sediment’s in situ water content 
-Dredges are highly maneuverable 
-No depth limitations for clamshell 
    dredges 
-All types of debris can be removed 
-Good dredging accuracy 

-Potential for large amounts of 
    sediment resuspension 
-Dredged material must be handled 
-Production capacity is generally lower   

than hydraulic 
-Unit costs are typically higher than 
    hydraulic 

Hydraulic 

-Resuspension of sediment is limited 
-Dredged material can be piped 
    directly to the disposal area, 
    eliminating the need for rehandling 
-Production capacity is generally 
    higher than mechanical 
-Unit costs are typically lower than 
    mechanical 

-Large volume of water removed with 
the sediment must be treated prior to 
disposal or release 

-Slurry pipelines can obstruct 
    navigational traffic 
-Most debris cannot be removed 
    hydraulically 
 

 
 Source:  USEPA/625/6-91/028, Remediation of Contaminated Sediments, April 1991. 
 
 
3.4.2 DISPOSAL OPTIONS AND SITES 
 
3.4.2.1 Introduction. Based on earlier discussions and on comments and suggestions received from 
various public and private interests in the Miami area, a number of options for dredging, transporting, 
and disposing of materials dredged from the Miami River Navigation Channel have been identified for 
consideration.  Disposal options considered include open water placement in the ocean or inshore areas, 
confined disposal in artificial islands such as used by the Port of Miami or similar structures, and 
disposal at upland sites including existing or newly developed landfill sites. 
 
Special treatment systems are also considered in this analysis, including use of municipal sewage 
treatment plants, incineration and pozzolanic solidification (and stabilization) of the dredged solids.  
None of these processes greatly reduces the large volume of unwanted material that must ultimately 
be disposed of.  These special treatment systems are discussed prior to consideration of disposal sites 
so that benefits, if any, accruing from the special treatment systems may be exploited in selecting a 
preferred disposal method and site location. 
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3.4.2.2 Sediment Quality/Potential Environmental Impacts.  Sediments in the Miami River 
contain elevated concentrations of trace metals and petroleum hydrocarbons.  Some analyses have 
detected synthetic organic compounds, including pesticides and PCBs.  These deposits limit or obstruct 
navigational uses of the river; when agitated by vessel propeller wash, they become partially 
resuspended in the water column, causing temporary and localized increases in water turbidity.  
Pollutants present in the river sediment would concurrently become suspended.  Most of these 
resuspended materials settle rapidly and redeposit a short distance from where displaced.  The process 
of settling, resuspending and resettling, beginning with the original entry of a particle into the river and 
depositing in the channel, tends to wash out soluble pollutants.  
 
The environmental impact of leaving the navigation channel deposits in place is unknown as described 
above, and water quality should improve gradually with continued and successful efforts to reduce and 
eliminate pollution sources on and along the river.  Removal of the bottom deposits to restore the 
original rock bottom channel would eliminate the turbidity and other pollutant resuspension problems 
and improve the river bottom environment, perhaps permanently if pollution control initiatives are 
successful. 
 
There will also be environmental consequences if the Miami River channel deposits are removed by 
dredging.  Bucket or clamshell dredges agitate bottom deposits, and in lifting the buckets from the 
water, some of the material washes out into the water column of the river.  A mechanical operation to 
remove the miscellaneous debris in the Miami River will have to be used in conjunction with 
mechanical dredging or in advance of hydraulic dredging.  The dredging operation cannot be efficiently 
done any other way.  A hydraulic dredge cannot remove debris.  In the process of dredging, undetected 
debris will be hit, causing agitation of the bottom deposits. 
 
Sediment data indicate that sediments are highly variable throughout the project area.  Because of the 
nature of the sediments (fine-grained silts that are easily resuspended and flushed from the river), 
material outside the normal navigation channel that is not disturbed by vessel propeller wash may 
have higher pollutant contents than transient deposits affected by propeller wash.  Vessel traffic in the 
Miami River continually agitates the river sediments.  The Conceptual Water Quality Certification 
issued by FDEP requires monitoring of turbidity and compliance with a turbidity requirement 150 
meters beyond the end of the Federal channel. 
 
There are also environmental considerations associated with the waters separated from dredged 
materials incidental to their transportation, placement, decanting, and drying.  If sediments were 
removed from the river bottom by suction dredge, the slurried materials would be piped to a transport 
barge or piped directly to a repository area surrounded by levees or other means to contain the excess 
waters.  Excess waters must be decanted and these waters may contain pollutants elutriated from the 
river sediments.  Elutriate leachability tests give an indication of how much pollutant will enter the 
water column when sediments are disturbed.  These tests show that varying amounts of metals and 
some organic compounds are expected to enter the water during dredging or dewatering.  Recent 
elutriate tests indicate the concentrations of trace metals will exceed state and local water quality 
criteria.  Turbidity controls including water containment, treatment, and/or reuse can reduce pollutant 
releases from this source. 
 
There are many environmental considerations associated with placement of dredged materials in a 
temporary or permanent repository location.  In the case of Miami River sediments, over 600,000 cy of 
material from the Federal navigation project are involved, and large areas of terrain would inevitably be 
changed by such a large mass of material.  Wetlands obviously should not be used for repository 
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purposes, and nearly all uplands near Miami River are developed or are too small or valuable to be used 
for the purpose.  In addition, these materials must be placed in such a manner that rainfall will not wash 
away deposited materials and clog or pollute surface water streams. 
 
A major environmental consideration is the effect that rainwater infiltration and transit through 
deposited materials will have on ground and surface waters.  Much depends on the physical and 
chemical characteristics of the soils used in constructing a fill.  Materials dredged from the Miami 
River would be somewhat different from other local soils because of the typical scarcity of clay 
particles in river silt.  Materials dredged from the Miami River are much higher in metals content than 
native soils, apparently because of pollutants that entered the river. 
 
There are no known Federal, state, or local sediment standards specifically for soils and no standards 
for soils deposited in navigable or other river channels.  Recent analyses of materials dredged from the 
bottom of Miami River indicate low levels of organic pollutants and trace metal concentrations that are 
elevated.  Pollutant migrations from the repository site should be prevented if the soil particles are 
contained and not washed or blown away by rain and windstorms and if impermeable liners and cover 
materials are used to prevent leachate migration. 
 
Pollution potential of solid waste is evaluated by chemical analysis based on an acidic extraction 
procedure such as "Toxicity Characteristics Leaching Procedure (TCLP)" which measures a potential 
of constituents to contaminate groundwater.  Attachment E is a listing of the maximum concentration 
of contaminants for toxicity characteristic as determined using TCLP and local soil disposal criteria 
from DERM.  The most recent TCLP tests made on sediments from the Miami River indicate that 
pollutants leached from the sediment, while not hazardous, do not meet criteria for unrestricted disposal 
as clean fill.  This means they are suitable for disposal in an approved solid waste landfill, according to 
input from DERM. 
 
Because the sediments contain contaminants, disposal will require very expensive procedures and 
facilities including liners and groundwater monitoring wells for the various yards and landfills used for 
receiving, loading for transport, and disposal of these soils.  Compliance with local solid waste 
management plans and regulations is assumed to avoid adverse environmental effects, although the use 
of scarce local solid waste disposal space for such a large volume of dredged material may not be 
environmentally advantageous in the end.  Construction of a solid waste landfill facility would be built 
in accordance with state and local regulations and subject to regulatory approval. 
 
3.4.2.3 Transportation and Disposal Options.  Simply stated, the transportation requirement 
associated with dredging Miami River deposits is lifting the silty deposits now on the river bottom, and 
delivering these dredged materials to a final repository or disposal facility without causing other 
significant environmental effects.  However, accomplishing the transportation requirement is not a 
simple task.  Large amounts of water are included or come into contact with dredged materials during 
the transportation process, and excess water must be separated from solid or solidified materials and 
either discharged to the environment or evaporated. 
 
Two methods are available for dredging bottom deposits from the Miami River study area.  One 
method involves using a cable suspended bucket or clamshell to scoop sediment from the river bottom, 
raising the material above the water surface, and dumping the dredged materials either directly on the 
river bank or into a barge for transport.  The other method involves using a hydraulic dredge, which 
uses a cutterhead to dislodge the sediment, and pumps the material from the river bottom via a pipeline 
to a disposal area. 
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From an overall environmental standpoint, the handling of dredge production waters is a critical item of 
concern, since contaminants adhere to the fine sediment that is put into solution when stirred or 
elutriated.  Mechanical dredges remove dredged material at its in situ water content, resulting in less 
dredge production water to be discharged.  The trade-off in utilizing a mechanical dredge is the 
increased turbidity caused by the physical action of the dredge itself. 
 
Hydraulic dredges do not stir up as much sediment in the river channel as mechanical dredges; however 
hydraulically dredged (pumped) river sediment is more watery and proper handling of the excess 
muddy water can be a difficult and expensive problem to solve.  The hydraulic dredge makes an ideal 
solution of about 20 percent solids to 80 percent water.  Pumped dredged materials are usually piped 
from the suction dredge directly to a diked dewatering and stockpile area or final disposal site.  Sites 
large enough for constructing dewatering and storage facilities for hydraulic dredging, and pipeline 
rights-of-way, are generally not available in the proximity of the Miami River.  Dredged materials 
could be piped directly to a barge located near the dredge, but handling and disposal of excess muddy 
water would be a problem. 
 
The cable-suspended bucket or clamshell dredging system could be used to remove the deposits from 
the entire length of the navigation channel, and there are both advantages and disadvantages in 
comparison to suction dredges.  The dredge barge and equipment can stop work quickly and, if 
necessary, be moved aside to allow traffic to pass in the narrow channel or to avoid injuring manatees 
observed in the vicinity.  The materials scooped from the bottom would be much less watery than those 
pumped from a suction dredge.  However, each bucket load of deposits lifted from the bottom would 
release sediments (turbidity) to the water column as the bucket is lifted out of the water and suspended 
over the water surface on its way to a depository (open-top barge or bank side storage pile).  Water 
quality certification from DEP contains a turbidity requirement to be less than 29 Nephlometric 
Turbidity Units (NTUs) above background at the compliance point.  A mixing zone of 150 meters 
beyond the end of the Federal Channel is established.  The compliance point is at the end of the mixing 
zone.  If an exceedence occurs, work stops until the problem is solved.  This requirement will be 
included in the project specifications. 
 
EAS Engineering, a contractor for Miami-Dade County, conducted an assessment in the early 1990s of 
open land parcels within a one-mile radius of the Miami River, from its mouth to the salinity control 
structure.  Conceptually, upland parcels could be used for staging, storing equipment, dewatering, 
loading, and unloading vehicles, and other ancillary activities.  Temporary use of one or more parcels 
along the riverbank, with suitable bulkhead or wharves, will be needed for staging dredge operations, 
for unloading barges and temporarily storing debris removed from river prior to dredging, and possibly 
for unloading dredgings for drying, treatment or transfer to other transportation media such as trucks or 
railcars. 
 
Finding suitable sites near the river to permanently store or dispose of dredged material is complicated.  
Assuming adequate upland sites are available near the river, the environmental permitting of such a 
site(s) would be extremely difficult.  Such sites are socially unacceptable due to urban locations in 
downtown Miami, and very costly to develop.  The USACE states that the smallest cost-effective diked 
upland site would need to be a minimum of 15 acres in size.  Sites smaller than 15 acres would be less 
cost effective to develop because most of the site land would be occupied by containment levees and 
dikes, leaving very little room for placement of dredged material.  The volume of material to be 
dredged from the Miami River could require a minimum of three of these sites and preferably four.  
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There are few "usable" sites of 15 acres or more, and these include such highly valued parcels as public 
parks and the Melreese Golf Course. 
 
Dredge buckets could be emptied directly onto the riverbank at only a few select sites.  Therefore, it 
will be necessary to dump dredge buckets into open-top tank barges located conveniently near the 
dredge barge.  The filled barges will then be moved either directly to a barge accessible disposal site or 
to one or more barge unloading and materials handling facility developed specifically for the project. 
 
If a disposal alternative is selected that does not allow the dredged materials to be transported by barges 
directly to and unloaded at the final disposal location, the cost of disposal increases sharply.  There 
would be significant costs for every additional handling, drying, processing, transportation, and tipping 
(disposal) process utilized in getting the dredged materials to a remotely located upland disposal site. 
 
The lowest cost transportation (and disposal) option would be to empty hopper bottom barges offshore 
at a nearby designated ocean disposal site; however, an offshore disposal option is not available for 
materials dredged from Miami River because the material does not meet Federal criteria for ocean 
disposal.    It is most likely that materials dredged from the Miami River will have to be extracted 
through the tops of barges in which the material is transported. 
 
Bucket or clamshell dredges remove the sediment being dredged at nearly its in situ density and place it 
in barges or scows for transportation to the selected barge-unloading site. 
 
It would be necessary for the staging area to be a confined (bermed and lined) facility.  A small amount 
of excess water is also carried into the barges with the wet sediments emptied from the dredge buckets.  
Barges filled with the dredged materials could be unloaded "dry" by cable suspended clamshell or other 
bucket.  The materials (sediments), while moist, could be loaded directly into dump trucks or railroad 
cars; however, escaping waters would cause traffic hazards and water pollution.  It is probable that 
dredged materials scooped from transport barges will have to be stockpiled temporarily to 
accommodate a need to unload barges rapidly and to provide sufficient drying to avoid "dripping" 
dump trucks or railroad cars.  Excess water, including rainfall accumulating in the barges, would have 
to be removed occasionally and treated or evaporated.  One or more large tracts accessible by barge and 
surface transportation would be required for this method of barge unloading, and the site would have to 
be improved to prevent uncontrolled storm water or other pollutant discharge from the site. 
 
A more efficient and lower cost means of removing dredged materials from open top barges is by 
slurring the sediments with water and pumping them through a pipeline to a diked decanting, drying 
storage area.  An additional advantage is that little or no land area is required at dockside, and although 
larger landside facilities are required, diked areas can be constructed thousands of feet from the barge 
unloading area if they are accessible by pipeline.  The technique has the disadvantage of introducing 
water into soils that will have to be dried later.  However, water pollution is minimized or eliminated by 
using excess water decanted from the stockpile in the diked areas, returning to the barge unloading site 
through a pipeline parallel to the material slurry pipeline, and using this water to slurry the dredged 
materials pumped from transport barges. 
 
3.4.2.4 Special Treatment Systems for Dredged Solids.   
 
3.4.2.4.1 Use of Municipal Sewerage Facilities.  Some local interests suggested considering the use 
of existing sanitary sewers along Miami River and routing the dredged material, in limited doses, to the 
Central Wastewater Treatment Plant located on Virginia Key to be processed with the city's sewage.  
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Aside from questions about the plant's ability to handle additional waste, there are fatal problems with 
the concept. 
 
A 1988 analysis of sediment samples dredged from the Miami River indicates average composition is 
about 14 percent gravel, 59 percent sand, and 17 percent silt and clay.  Gravel cannot flow with the 
liquid in a typical municipal sewer, and would rapidly cause sewer clogging.  Sand damages sewerage 
system pumps, and in such large amounts would very promptly cause a system failure.  Sand and 
gravel that reaches a sewage treatment plant is extracted in a "grit" removal unit at the inlet of the plant.  
If all of the sand and gravel now in the Miami River sediment, over a half million cy in volume, made 
its way through the sewers to the sewage treatment plant, the grit removal system would be 
overwhelmed and a very large material handling and disposal problem created. 
 
The silt and clay portions of the Miami River sediment also include a small amount of organic matter 
that might benefit from "sewage treatment."  The remainder of the silt and clay fraction would merely 
add bulk to the sewage solids that must be treated, although the metals present in the sediment may 
inhibit some biological processes at the plant.  If all of the silt and clay now in Miami River sediments 
were fed gradually to the sewer system over a two-year period, approximately 8,000 cy per day of the 
material could arrive at the sewage treatment plant.  This material would increase the volume of dry 
biotreated sludge produced at the plant by the equivalent of that from 1,600,000 persons served by the 
sewer system.  Further, the introduction of salt water into a treatment facility has a potential for 
interfering with bacterial degradation of wastes and causing a plant upset. 
 
USACE comments regarding this option suggest, "the concept of using any municipal sewerage facility 
needs to be dropped from consideration unless the local sponsor holds and saves the Government and 
its contractor harmless from any damage to pipelines, equipment, pumps, and/or processes at the 
treatment facility."  Because of the potential for damage to the transmission system and the wastewater 
treatment process, the local sponsor has recommended that this option be removed from further 
consideration. 
 
3.4.2.4.2  Incineration.  Incineration refers to heat treatment of dredged materials by raising 
temperature in a furnace or kiln to a level high enough to destroy organic matter.  The treatment is 
effective in removing organic pollutants such as PCBs, hydrocarbons, and pesticides.  Such treatment 
of solids also vaporizes volatile metals such as mercury, and these pollutants and offensive combustion 
products must be removed from furnace exhaust gases and receive proper disposal.  If kiln 
temperatures are elevated sufficiently, metal constituents in the dredged materials could become fused 
together in a rock-like aggregate that is less capable of yielding polluting metals by dissolution when 
exposed to mildly acidic waters such as rainfall. 
 
Incineration would reduce the volume of solids to be disposed of by removing organic matter and 
moisture.  However, there is very little organic matter in Miami River dredged materials, and simple 
outdoor stockpiling of dredged solids could achieve sufficient drying to accommodate truck or rail 
transport to a permanent repository or disposal site. 
 
Although dredged materials scooped from transport barges could be fed directly to an incinerator 
system equipped to handle slightly watery soils, using fuel for heat to evaporate moisture is expensive 
and wasteful.  In addition, it would probably be necessary to unload barges rapidly and stockpile (and 
air dry) dredged materials in order to operate an incinerator system at a constant and efficient rate.  
However, barge deliveries are necessarily intermittent, and delayed unloadings would involve costly 
demurrage.  Since stockpiling and open air drying of dredged materials probably cannot be avoided, 
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and air dried material can just as easily be transported to a repository/disposal site, incineration would 
be advantageous only if incinerated soils could be used directly as aggregate for concrete, road fill, 
cinder block manufacture, etc. 
 
The use of incinerators for treatment purposes is a matter of concern in air quality maintenance.  High 
temperatures produce significant nitrogen oxide and other pollutants emissions.  Incinerator units must 
be equipped with scrubber systems to remove toxic organics and acidic decomposition products, and 
hazardous metals such as mercury and lead.  It is ordinarily difficult to obtain permits to operate such a 
facility in a densely populated urban area such as the vicinity of Miami River.  State regulations limit 
thermal treatment of materials containing elevated levels of heavy metals. 
 
Cost is also a major consideration in choosing incineration treatment for dredged materials.  Estimated 
costs for rotary kiln incineration of large volumes of dredged materials range from $135 to $540 per cy.  
For incinerating over 600,000 cy of Miami River sediment, the cost would exceed $80,000,000.  
Natural aggregate materials are available in the Miami area for about $5 per yard, and thus sale of 
incineration aggregate would not significantly reduce incineration cost but would reduce disposal cost 
if a large amount of "aggregate" could be sold as fast as produced. 
 
Sale of all incinerator output produced from the Miami River project is not a realistic expectation.  If 
incinerated materials must be transported to a disposal site, there is no significant advantage in using 
the expensive incineration process.  Furthermore, metals concentrations exceed state criteria for 
incineration of contaminated soils.  Incineration treatment for Miami River sediments does not appear 
to be feasible. 
 
3.4.2.4.3 Pozzolanic Solidification and Stabilization (PSS).  This treatment process involves 
solidification of the dredged material with cement.  The process binds soils and pollutant materials that 
may be present in the river sediments into a concrete-like substance.  The solidification process 
increases the bulk volume of dredged solids. 
 
If pozzolanic treatment is used, it would be necessary to unload barge loads of the dredgings at a 
suitable site along Miami River, and to transfer the materials either to a stockpile for decant and partial 
drying or directly to a processing plant.  The processed material can be cast into thin slabs for easy 
fracture and handling by bulk loaders or cast into convenient size cobbles or chunks for easy storage 
and conveyance. 
 
Pozzolanic solidification and stabilization is not a final disposal process in itself.  The process is 
expensive (costs estimated at $75 per cy of materials processed).  The solidified materials must be put 
somewhere for final disposal, at additional cost.  If a suitable disposal site is not in the immediate 
vicinity of the processing plant, additional material transfer and transportation costs are involved. 
 
The regulatory status of pozzolanic solidified and stabilized material is uncertain.  It is unlikely that the 
treated materials can be considered to be "dredged material" and thus be eligible for disposal at a 
designated ocean disposal site.  Furthermore, there has been no test to prove that a pozzolanic 
solidification process will certainly and permanently eliminate the characteristics of Miami River 
sediment that now foreclose an ocean disposal option.  In addition, the concrete-like castings or rubble 
produced would become "solid waste" if not used for some beneficial purpose such as construction 
material, and Florida Solid Waste Disposal Regulation 17-701.040 prohibits the use of solid waste 
(including clean debris and stabilized material) from being used as backfill in sinkholes, abandoned 
limestone quarries or gravel pits. 
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The cost for solidifying over 600,000 cy of Miami River sediment would exceed $45,000,000.  A small 
part of this cost could be offset if a valuable product such as concrete construction blocks could be 
produced and sold, but the possibility of selling a significant percentage of the huge volume of 
"concrete" that would be produced is uncertain.  Most of the produced material would have to be 
disposed of as solid waste (clean debris or stabilized material). 
 
Solidification would not facilitate use of dredged materials for disposal/closure at a landfill.  Pozzolonic 
solidified materials, ordinarily in the form of cobbles or rubble, would not impede horizontal or vertical 
migration of rainwater or leachate.  Unsolidified dewatered dredged material would better serve the 
purpose. 
 
There is no significant advantage to using pozzolanic treatment versus simple dewatering and drying of 
dredged materials.  In view of the high cost of this and similar processes, such treatment does not 
appear to be feasible for the Miami River maintenance dredging project. 
 
3.4.2.5 Open Water Placement.  Open water placement includes ocean dumping and the filling in 
of man-made cavities (borrow areas) located in inshore areas.  In assessing the need for ocean 
dumping, the USEPA/USACE Green Book states that initially, no disposal alternative is considered 
more desirable than any other, and that the evaluation is made on a case-by-case basis.  That is, 
confined or upland disposal cannot be considered environmentally preferable to ocean disposal unless 
consideration of potential environmental impact (e.g., groundwater contamination, leachate, and runoff 
impact, permanent alteration of the site) shows it to be so.  Similarly, ocean disposal cannot 
automatically be considered the most desirable alternative.  Reference:  USEPA 503/8-91/001 
Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Ocean Disposal. 
 
3.4.2.5.1 Ocean Disposal.  Dumping of dredged material at a designated ocean site is a disposal 
method frequently used in a maintenance-dredging situation.  The operating cost of dumping in the 
ocean, if such were permissible, would be low in comparison to other disposal methods, because of the 
short distance from Miami River to the nearest designated ocean dumping site, and the convenience 
and economy of unloading hopper bottom barges at sea.  From an overall (cost) economic assessment 
of disposal alternatives, it is less expensive to transport the dredged material offshore than to transport 
and place it in a landfill.  However, the Miami River sediments do not meet the USACE/USEPA 
minimum criteria for disposal in the ocean dredged material disposal site (ODMDS).  The ocean 
disposal option at the designated site is not a disposal option for the maintenance dredging operation for 
Miami River.   
 
Ocean disposal on a one-time basis was proposed by the local sponsor.  In order for "one-time" ocean 
disposal of Miami River sediments to be approved, potential alternatives for upland and nearshore 
disposal must be exhausted.  It must be shown that there are no other economically feasible alternatives 
for sediment disposal.  In general, the process for "one-time" ocean disposal would proceed as follows:  
permitting for transport and disposal of dredged material would be initiated by USACE.  The 
application for dredged material disposal would include a determination of the need for ocean disposal.  
The Miami River sediments would have to be characterized by sampling and analysis in accordance 
with the Green Book, "Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Ocean Disposal" 
(USEPA/USACE, 1991) which uses a tiered approach to the testing process for evaluating sediment 
suitability for ocean disposal.  After testing is complete, the application for ocean disposal would be 
submitted for concurrence by the USEPA.  If the USEPA does not concur with the suitability of the 
Miami River sediments for ocean disposal, an exception for a waiver could be requested.  The 
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recommendation for a waiver would originate from the District Engineer for the Jacksonville District 
USACE.  The recommendation would have to be reviewed and concurred with at each step in the 
military chain-of-command until it reached the Secretary of the Army.  If the Secretary of the Army 
concurred with the waiver recommendation, it would be forwarded to the Administrator of USEPA for 
a similar review and concurrence.  USEPA Region IV stated that no precedent exists for a waiver 
request. 
 
The waiver option would require strong justification and thorough documentation that the pollution 
sources that caused the current concerns with the Miami River sediments have been corrected and the 
problem will not reoccur.  In addition, there must be no other economically feasible option for disposal 
of the Miami River sediment.  A specific site for "one-time" ocean disposal must be designated and 
approved. 
 
The designation of a "one-time" ocean disposal site for the Miami River sediments will require 
extensive study and sampling to assure no adverse impacts will occur.  This will involve documentation 
of existing bathymetry, geological characterization, ocean currents, fisheries resources, etc. at the 
designated site.  An environmental impact statement will probably be necessary for the "one-time" site 
designation.  It should be noted that the designated ocean dredged material disposal site (ODMDS) for 
approved sediments in the Miami area remains designated an "interim" site because of environmental 
impact concerns.  Attempts to resolve these concerns have been ongoing for years.  In light of this, the 
designation of a "one-time" ocean disposal site will not be an easy, "quick-fix" solution for disposal of 
Miami River sediments. 
 
Requests have been made by local interests to include a timeframe and cost estimate for the "one-time" 
ocean disposal alternative.  Since this has never been attempted on a national level, much less on a state 
or local level, no previous timeframes or costs exist for comparison.  A conservative estimate of 12-18 
months for requesting a waiver to pursue "one-time" ocean disposal and 36-48 months for site 
designation, data collection, and assessing the environmental impact of the site designation are believed 
to be conservative estimates of this option's timeframe.  Development of the cost for the "one-time" 
alternative is difficult due to the numerous uncertainties and variables that could be involved.  Based on 
professional judgment and conversations with USACE and USEPA representatives, it is believed that a 
conservative cost of $2-4 million would be necessary for requesting the "one-time" waiver and 
designating a "one-time" disposal site.  This cost would be in addition to the actual dredging costs. 
 
3.4.2.5.2 Inshore Disposal.  This concept of disposing of dredged materials would involve 
depositing the dredged soils in Biscayne Bay.  While transportation and placement of dredged materials 
from Miami River to Biscayne Bay and placing the materials in a suitable repository may have some 
environmental consequences, there are at least two methods of depositing dredged soils in the Bay that 
are worthy of discussion, although difficulty in acquiring permits and high costs associated with 
providing adequate environmental protection may favor other dredged material disposal alternatives.  
 
3.4.2.5.2.1 Fill Existing Holes in Bay.  This disposal method would fill in deep holes from which fill 
materials were previously removed to build surrounding uplands or create islands in the Bay.  The river 
sediments would be transported directly from the dredge machine to the disposal site by barge, 
deposited in the holes, and turbidity controlled by float-suspended silt curtains around the work areas.  
The object would be to raise bottom depth to the optimum for establishment or reestablishment of sea 
grass beds.  Because of concerns about the possible toxicity of dredged material to certain indigenous 
species, it may be necessary to confine the material during deposition and cover such deposited 
dredged materials with a meter thick layer of "clean" sand or other suitable bottom material. 
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None of the existing Bay holes is large enough to handle all of the sediment now accumulated in Miami 
River, and many are not directly accessible by loaded transport barges.  Transport barges loaded with 
dredged materials draw 10 feet or more of water, whereas the original water depth at many of the 
"holes" is considerably less than 10 feet.  Most or all of the barge-transported soils would have to be 
scooped or pumped from the barges, transported some distance, and carefully placed in the Bay 
"holes."  These operations are expensive and there is no way to avoid temporarily raising water 
turbidity and/or contaminant levels in the vicinity, although surrounding the work area with floating silt 
curtains could minimize the problem.  Because Biscayne Bay is a State Aquatic Preserve and 
Outstanding Florida Water, regulations pertaining to dredge and fill activities are restrictive and 
prohibit disposal of dredged material within the boundaries of the Preserve.   In addition, public 
concern for the Bay is very high.  Environmental permitting for such a project would be extremely 
difficult. 
 
The cost of procuring, transporting and placing "clean" cover materials to cap the bay holes filled with 
dredged material, would be very large.  Providing a meter thick cover or cap of clean soils atop the 
holes would require over 300,000 cy of material similar to the natural bay bottom soils. 
 
The total cost of disposing of materials dredged from the Miami River would most likely exceed the 
cost of simple dewatering, truck transport, and disposal of dredged solids at an upland disposal site.  
The risk of harming Biscayne Bay, along with higher comparative costs, makes it very unlikely that 
this alternative method of dredged material disposal would be favored by local interests. 
 
3.4.2.5.2.2 Use As Fill Material for New "Islands."  If any new "island" construction is to occur in 
Biscayne Bay, such as expansion of Port of Miami facilities, these dredged materials could be used in 
lieu of other fill materials.  The only additional costs to that of ordinary ocean disposal would be that 
for removing dredged materials from barges, placing the materials in the fill, and controlling or 
removing turbidity from any decanted waters. 
 
Obtaining permits for the construction of new “islands” in Biscayne Bay is unlikely because such 
construction would occur within Biscayne Bay.  Furthermore, the sediment characterization of the 
dredged material indicates substantial silt content, indicating that the dredged material is not 
structurally compatible for use as fill. 
 
3.4.2.6 Confined Disposal.  Confined disposal refers to diked containment areas used to retain 
hydraulically transported (pumped) dredged material solids while allowing the carrier water to be 
released from the containment area.  The most efficient method of using diked containment areas is 
associated with the use of hydraulic dredges pumping the dredged materials by pipeline to the solids 
retention basin.  Where pipeline access to diked containment areas is not available, and bucket or 
clamshell dredges are used, dredgings could be placed in barges for transport to a location accessible by 
pipeline and there the dredged materials pumped from barges to diked containment areas, using a 
hydraulic unloader.  Pumping material into a barge does not provide for an efficient operation unless 
the dredge is very small and the overflow does not cause a problem.  This is not a viable option for 
dredging the Miami River. 
 
The USACE states that distance is a factor that must be considered in the analysis of material transport 
from hydraulic dredging.  For disposal areas located some distance away from the dredge site, 
accessibility by pipeline is only part of the problem.  Costs, as well as the physical capability of 
pumping must be considered.  Companies with hydraulic dredges typically have sufficient discharge 
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pipe or can obtain additional pipe for economical dredging and transport to upland disposal areas 
within a two-to-four-mile radius of the dredging area.  More than that is a problem.  If a disposal area is 
located 10-15 miles from the dredging site, the use of a pipeline to transport the material is not the most 
efficient method of dredging and disposal. 
 
There is at least one advantage in pumping barged dredgings versus pumping directly from a hydraulic 
dredge to a diked containment area.  Hydraulic dredges pump large volumes of river water along with 
the sediments, producing a lot of surplus decant water that may have to be treated to meet effluent 
quality standards applicable in the locality.  Where dredged materials are pumped from barges, decant 
water and rainfall in the diked areas can be recycled to the barges for use in slurring the dredging solids 
for pumping.  Comparatively little, if any, effluent is associated with this barge pumping technique. 
 
Florida Solid Waste Rule 403.7045 requires that dredged material or fill material shall be disposed of 
pursuant to a dredge and fill permit.  Environmental consequences must be considered, and sale or use 
of such dredge and fill material may be restricted.  Although no standards for dredged material exists, 
recent analysis of Miami River sediments indicate pollutant concentrations exceed criteria for 
unrestricted disposal, but are not considered hazardous.   
 
Undoubtedly, location and environmental setting will have to be considered in approving a containment 
site for a dredge and fill permit. 
 
In the 1993 Alternatives Report there were two areas where there was sufficient land to accommodate 
all the sediment to be dredged, barge mooring sites, and pipeline easements available for constructing 
permanent diked containment areas.  One area is near Palmer Lake and the other is at Virginia Key.   
 
If dredged material were deposited at the Old Virginia Key landfill, "closure" pursuant to state and 
local regulations would be required.  This would entail some type of leachate remediation or 
confinement, methane gas collection, and capping with impermeable material.  Furthermore, it is 
doubtful that the Miami River sediments would constitute suitable cover material.  Therefore, the 
Virginia Key site was eliminated from further consideration.  The Palmer Lake site was eliminated 
from further consideration because of several environmental concerns, the most important of which is 
the lake is winter habitat for manatees.   Since completion of the 1993 report, Alternatives for the 
Dredging and Disposal of Sediment from the Miami Harbor (Miami River) Project, Florida, other 
potential dredged material disposal sites have been analyzed.   
The former yacht basin is located on the right descending bank of the Miami River, across (south) the 
river from Gerry Curtis Park.  The site includes two large covered boat slips and vacant land away from 
the river.  A proposal was reviewed to bulkhead and fill the boatslips and use the vacant land for 
temporary upland disposal. 
 
The FEC Bicentennial Park slip, located near the American Airline Arena on Biscayne Bay, was also 
considered for sediment disposal.  The park and slip were a part of a land grant from the State of 
Florida to the City of Miami in 1919 that covers submerged lands.  It was proposed to bulkhead and fill 
the slip, stabilize the dredged material, and cover it with some type of cap, creating a “vault.” 
 
Concerns were raised by environmental agencies and organizations objecting to utilizing the slips as a 
final site for contaminated dredge spoil.  Questions were raised regarding impacts to the Biscayne Bay 
Aquatic Preserve.  As previously stated, the Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve Act generally prohibits the 
filling of the Bay with dredged material. 
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3.4.2.7 Disposal at Upland Sites.  This disposal option involves placing dry or solidified and 
stabilized dredged materials in an existing or newly developed site meeting all state and local criteria.  
Material dredged from Miami River could become "solid waste" if it cannot remain in an approved 
dredge spoil containment area as authorized by a dredge and fill permit, and cannot be beneficially used 
in construction, concrete block manufacture, or for some other useful purpose. 
 
Recent tests on Miami River sediment indicate the materials are not "hazardous" according to Federal 
and state quality criteria for solid waste.  This is an important consideration because handling, 
transportation and disposal requirements for hazardous wastes are necessarily much more stringent and 
expensive than for non-hazardous materials.  However, the material does not meet state and local soil 
remediation criteria, and thus cannot be used as unrestricted fill. 
 
Materials dredged from Miami River would first be placed in barges, then moved to a barge-unloading 
site, and transferred from the barges to a temporary dredged material containment area.  Bucket or 
clamshell dredged materials are mostly solids but do contain enough water to make infeasible the direct 
transfer of wet materials from the transport barges to dump trucks or rail cars.  A temporary dredged 
material containment facility serves the purpose of decanting excess water from the dredged materials 
and allowing it to air dry sufficiently for loading into trucks or rail cars for transfer to a permanent 
repository/disposal facility. 
 
When berthing areas are dredged for private interests, the usual practice along Miami River is for the 
bucket-dredged materials to be stacked on the ground near the riverbank for dewatering and drying.    
This method requires either dewatering controls or containment of the decant water.   Because available 
sites along the riverbanks are quite small and temporary storage space is very limited, it may be 
difficult to move dried materials to the final disposal site fast enough to avoid costly "bottlenecks" and 
disrupt dredging operations.  Furthermore, it would be impractical to bank dry close to 600,000 cy of 
dredged material in an urban environment similar to the Miami River.  An alternative barge unloading 
and temporary dredged material containment system would involve pumping solids from the barges to 
diked containment areas located where sufficient land area is available. 
 
In the case of bankside temporary containment, the perimeter of facility would need to be curbed to 
exclude entry of external drainage water and aid in collecting all decant water and rainfall runoff from 
the work area for treatment and monitoring for discharge to the river or sanitary sewer system.  This 
method depends upon skilled operation of heavy equipment, which is very expensive, and rainy 
weather can cause expensive delays and possible disruption of dredging operations.  The need for a 
repository or disposal site to accept delivery of materials on an uninterrupted basis will be difficult and 
expensive to satisfy. 
 
Use of the barge pumping and diked dredged material containment and dewatering system has larger 
and more costly land acquisition requirements but has more dredged material storage space, has lower 
operating costs, and operations would not be seriously affected by inclement weather.  Decant water 
and collected rainfall on diked areas could be recycled for slurring barged materials, reducing effluent 
discharge problems. 
 
Location of diked dredged material retention facilities in the vicinity of Miami River may have high 
environmental protection costs.  Fine-grained surficial soils are scarce in that area, providing little 
cover for the native rock of the Biscayne aquifer.  Soils for dike construction would have to be 
imported, and containment systems of man-made materials may be needed to protect groundwater 
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quality.  Containment systems could be damaged in removing dried materials for transfer to a final 
disposal site. 
 
3.4.2.8 Management Practice.  The terms of a dredge and fill permit, and Federal, State and 
Miami-Dade County regulations would determine management practices.  The dredge and fill permit 
must necessarily include provision for minimizing water turbidity associated with dredging operations, 
protection for endangered manatees, and limitations on dredged material decant water discharge.  
Dredged material handling and disposal operation will undoubtedly result in construction on upland 
sites necessitating permits requiring specific storm water management and control systems. 
 
Removal of dredged materials from permitted dredged material containment areas or treatment 
processes must comply with all applicable state and Federal Regulations.  If these materials are placed 
in solid waste disposal facilities, only approved facilities may be used, and the management plans for 
these facilities must be followed. 
 
The pollution controls at the final disposal site would be imposed by environmental regulatory 
agencies. 
 
3.4.3 SEDIMENT CHEMISTRY CHARACTERIZATION 
 
The material now deposited in the Miami River Navigation Channel was deposited there subsequent to 
dredging the authorized depth into the native rock during the 1930s.  The bulk of the deposited material 
consists of surficial soils eroded and transported from a large watershed area that includes much of 
Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach counties. 
 
Drainage water carries soils and other sediment into the Miami River navigation area via Miami River 
Canal, South Fork and Tamiami Canal, Wagner Creek (Seybold Canal) and through numerous storm 
sewers serving nearby industrial, commercial and residential areas.  Sediments in the Miami River also 
include soils abraded from the river’s banks by tidal currents and wave wash, crushing and scraping by 
vessel collisions, and wharf construction activities.  The deposits also contain materials not of soil 
origin including vegetation fragments, marine organisms and skeletal remains, and man-made 
pollutants. 
 
Like many other streams in an urban environment, Miami River has been used as a receptacle and 
conduit for waste materials.  Untreated sanitary sewage from the City of Miami was discharged 
deliberately and inadvertently for many years, and some still enters from sanitary sewer overflows, 
sewer leaks, and improper sewer connections to storm sewers, and from vessels using the waterway.  
Industrial activities, especially metalworking, cleaning and painting, and salvage associated with 
marine industries, have contributed pollutants to the Miami River.  Persistent pesticides used on 
agricultural lands and urban lawns and gardens may have been attached to soil particles that were 
washed into the river and deposited.  Fuels and lubricants spilled in the port and on streets and parking 
lots of the watershed also have entered the river. 
 
Much progress in pollution abatement has been achieved in the Miami area in recent years.  Storm and 
sanitary sewer systems have been improved and new construction is regulated.  Marine and industrial 
facilities are inspected and pollution control regulations enforced.  Some of the pollutants deposited 
over the years have decayed or been resuspended by vessel prop wash and removed from the river 
channel by river and tidal currents.  The pollutants of major concern, according to previous 
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investigations, are metals content in the sediments and sanitary hazards associated with notorious 
sewage pollution incidents. 
 
Surficial soils in the Miami area consists primarily of limestone, sandstone, sand, and shells ordinarily 
covered with a moderate to thin layer of silty topsoil.  On this basis, it would be expected that the 
natural metal content of river sediments should be high in silicon and calcium, but comparatively low 
in most other metals.  A 1984 publication Element Concentrations in Soils and Other Surficial 
Materials of the Conterminous United States, U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 1270, 
confirms that surficial soils in the Miami area have higher than average concentrations of silicon and 
calcium and comparatively low concentration of other metals except tin, strontium, antimony and lead.  
Antimony and lead occurrence concentrations in the Miami area surficial soils are indicated to be 
among the highest in the United States.  The report indicates that surficial soil concentrations of 
mercury, copper, and zinc in the Miami area are within or below average national concentrations.  The 
high range of lead concentrations in surficial soils of the U.S. is indicated to be 30 parts per million 
(ppm) or more.  The sediments of the Miami River are typically ten times this concentration. 
 
3.4.3.1  Surface Water.  The State of Florida has developed and implemented state water quality 
standards in conjunction with USEPA guidelines.  The state regulates its waterbodies through a 
classification system that relates the water resource to its intended use.  The major classes for Florida 
waters as originally formulated are: 
 

Class I- Public Water Supply 
Class II- Shellfish Propagation and Harvesting 
Class III- Recreation/Propagation and Management of Fish and Wildlife 
Class IV- Agricultural Water Supplies 
Class V- Navigation, Utility, and Industrial Use 

 
The Miami River was originally classified by the State of Florida as a Class IV waterbody.  In 1989, 
the river’s classification was changed from Class IV to Class III.  Class III waterbodies can support 
recreation and a healthy and well-balanced population of fish and wildlife.  The Miami River does 
not technically meet all Class III standards at present; however, local interests have stated that the 
classification change was made because the Miami River is part of the Biscayne Bay Aquatic 
Preserve and so that the river could be regulated ultimately to meet those standards. 
 
3.4.3.1.1 Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve. The downstream portion of the Miami River, from the 
salinity dam near NW 36th Street to the river mouth, lies within the Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve.  
The preserve was designated in 1974 by the Florida Legislature and consists primarily of state-
submerged lands and islands and the water column over all submerged lands within the Preserve.  
Those submerged lands within the preserve boundaries that are privately owned or leased or which 
have been deeded to the County or municipalities are also part of the preserve.  All waters within the 
preserve are classified as Outstanding Florida Waters, Class III. 
 
3.4.3.1.1.1  Outstanding Florida Water. An Outstanding Florida Water (OFW) is a waterbody 
deemed worthy of special protection due to its natural attributes.  The designation OFW is given to 
certain waterbodies in the interest of maintaining the ambient (extant) water quality.  In addition to 
meeting Class III numerical standards, no activities may be permitted that would result in 
degradation of water quality. 
 



 

 42

The majority of OFWs are found in parks managed by the state or Federal government.  Examples of 
OFWs include wildlife refuges, marine sanctuaries, estuarine research reserves, aquatic preserves, 
scenic and wild rivers, and certain waters within state or national forests.  Waterbodies are generally 
classified as OFWs because the managing agency has requested special protection to protect ambient 
water quality.  Waterbodies not within a state or Federal managed area may be designated as “special 
water” OFWs if certain requirements are met, including a public process of designation. 
 
An OFW designation affects activities that require a DEP permit and have the potential to lower 
ambient water quality.  Activities such as fishing, boating, diving, and river setback ordinances are 
not affected by this designation. 
 
3.4.3.1.1.2  Surface Water Improvement and Management Plan. Biscayne Bay was designated a 
priority water body by the Florida Legislature in the Surface Water Improvement and Management 
(SWIM) Act of 1987.  The Biscayne Bay Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) 
Plan was adopted in 1988 to maintain and improve water quality to protect and restore natural 
ecosystems and compatible human uses of Biscayne Bay. 
 
SWIM develops improvement and management plans for at-risk waterbodies and directs the work 
needed to restore damaged ecosystems, prevent pollution from runoff and other sources, and educate 
the public.  SWIM plans are used by other state programs to help make regulation and management 
decisions. 
 
The Biscayne Bay SWIM Plan contains a priority list that emphasizes geographic areas where the 
most serious problems exist.  Waterbodies within the priority list may be subjected to additional 
research, investigation, enforcement, or construction activities, according to their needs as assessed 
by the SWIM Plan.  The Miami River/Canal is included in the Biscayne Bay SWIM Plan’s Priority 
List.   
 
3.4.3.2   Pollution Sources. Until the mid 1950s, local governments discharged wastewater directly 
into the Miami River.  This practice was discontinued in the 1950s when regional treatment plants 
were completed.  However, overflows and illegal connections intermittently discharge material into 
the river.  Consequently, the river is periodically contaminated and water quality is further impaired.   
 
Storm sewer outfalls are the greatest source of pollutants to the Miami River.  In recent years, efforts 
have been made to abate stormwater discharges.  All new developments are required to contain 
100 percent of all on-site stormwater whenever feasible.  Any work involving replacement or new 
construction of stormwater collection systems must have French drains or another suitable method 
that employs infiltration.   
 
Abandoned vessels were a significant source of river pollution.  At one time, the U.S. Customs 
Service had docked as many as 170 vessels along the river.  Miscellaneous abandoned boats have 
also been a recurring problem.  State and local interests have taken measures to prevent these 
abandonments by policing the river and citing violators. 
 
Construction site dewatering, coastal construction, and industrial waste discharges are also prominent 
sources of pollution.  Miami-Dade County has enacted local rules to regulate these activities by 
requiring annual operating permits.  The county has hired several officers to increase local 
enforcement capacities and assure compliance with the permit program. 
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3.4.3.3   Previous Studies.  Water and sediment contamination within the Miami River has been the 
subject of much concern in recent decades.  Contaminant testing has been an ongoing procedure 
since the mid-1980s.  A number of studies have been performed on behalf of the Jacksonville District 
of the USACE, and other Federal agencies, the State of Florida and Miami-Dade County.  Although 
results from these studies do not always directly coincide, data comparison often reveals noticeable 
trends in contaminant levels.  The following studies are representative of those conducted on Miami 
River sediments and are not intended to be inclusive. 
 
3.4.3.3.1  Early Studies. As early as the 1970s, environmental scientists began to recognize that the 
Miami River was highly polluted and that it contributed a substantial amount of chemical pollutants 
to Biscayne Bay.  A study performed by the University of Miami in 1983 detected high 
concentrations of hydrocarbons in the lower Miami River, with particularly high concentrations in 
the vicinity of the monorail bridge (2449 micrograms/gram) and the railroad bridge (459 
micrograms/gram).  Additional samples taken the following year revealed elevated hydrocarbon 
levels in the lower Miami River.  Detectable concentrations of endosulfan were also detected in 
Miami River samples (124.2 ng/g). 
 
The FDEP Deepwater Ports Maintenance Study Technical Report on the Port of Miami and the 
Miami River (1984) indicates that water samples collected from Biscayne Bay and the Miami River 
did not reveal excessive amounts of metals, except for mercury and silver, which were present in 
levels exceeding state water quality standards.  Samples collected in the Miami River indicated the 
water column was stratified and anoxic along the bottom in some areas.  Turbidity levels were 
extremely high in the river mouth, particularly during the wet season.  Analysis of sediment samples 
revealed the river was a major source of cadmium, chromium, copper, mercury, lead, and zinc along 
the navigation channels on the south side of Dodge Island. 
 
River and canal sediments were found to contain high concentrations of fine-grained silt particles 
that exhibit slow settling rates and are easily disturbed by vessel traffic.  These sediments were 
observed to contain various levels of trace metals, pesticides, and PCBs.   
 
Concentrations of mercury were elevated in all studies in the section of the river roughly from the 
Comfort Canal to the Seybold Canal.  The concentrations were estimated to be between 0.2 and 
0.5 ppb as indicated by the results of elutriate tests.  Some of the exceedences could be attributed to 
natural background levels. 
 
According to the National Park Service and other agencies, sediments from the Miami River 
damaged sea grasses in Biscayne Bay near the mouth of the river.  Additionally, state water quality 
criteria were exceeded for mercury and silver during elutriate chemical tests, and various low-level 
effects occurred on organisms exposed to sediments during elutriate bioassays.  Moreover, numerous 
public agencies reported that the sediments caused short-term violations of state water quality 
standards due to disturbances from vessel traffic. 
 
3.4.3.3.2  ERCO Study – 1985. A study conducted by ERCO (a division of ENSECO, Inc.) in 1985 
deemed the oceanic discharge of dredged material from the Miami River to be acceptable as judged 
by the toxicity criteria employed in the evaluation.  Dredged material was collected from five 
sampling stations in the Miami River.  Bioassays were performed for each of these stations using 
grass shrimp (Mysidopsis bahia), mysids (Mysidopsis bahia), and Atlantic silversides (Menidia 
menidia).  The organisms were exposed to 100 percent suspended particulate phase of dredged 
material for 96 hours.  Survival of the organisms in the dredged material was not significantly lower 
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(0.05 probability level) than survivors of control organisms exposed for 96 hours.  Additionally, 
survival of brown shrimp (Penaeus aztecus aztecus), hard clams (Mercenaria mercenaria), and 
sandworms (Nereis virens) exposed for 10 days to control sediment and the solid phase of dredged 
material was not significantly different. 
 
Tissues of organisms that survived exposure to the solid phase of dredged material usually did not 
contain significantly elevated (0.05 probability level) concentrations of cadmium, mercury, PCBs, 
aliphatic and aromatic petroleum hydrocarbons) as compared to tissues of control organisms.  A 
statistical tendency for bioaccumulation was noted.  The probability of harmful accumulation of 
petroleum hydrocarbons in the human food chain was judged negligible. 
 
3.4.3.3.3  Summary of DERM Monitoring.  A network of surface water monitoring stations within 
the Bay was established by the Miami-Dade Department of Environmental Resources Management 
in the late 1970s, with support from the State of Florida.  The network was expanded to include the 
Miami River and other canals and tributaries in 1979 in connection with the Biscayne Bay Surface 
Water Improvement and Management Program.  At present, 13 stations in the River and its 
tributaries are sampled on a monthly basis.  This extensive database identifies broad scale geographic 
and temporal patterns or trends, establishes “background” or typical conditions, and assists with 
regulatory and permitting decisions.  Results of this program have been summarized in various 
reports on the Miami River or Biscayne Bay (DERM, 1987, 1993; SFWMD, 1995; BBPI, 2001).  
This program has documented that water quality in Biscayne Bay meets or exceeds most State and 
local water quality criteria for Class III waters.  However, water quality in canals and tributaries, 
including the Miami River, is poor compared to the downstream waters of the Bay.  This represents a 
management concern, since Biscayne Bay, an Outstanding Florida Water body, is protected under 
state rules by antidegradation standards, which prohibit any activity that would degrade ambient or 
typical conditions.  The Miami River is one of several urban tributaries that exhibits chronically 
elevated levels of coliform bacteria, an indicator of sewage pollution.  Highest levels of coliform 
bacteria have been documented in Wagner Creek (Seybold Canal) and the lower portion of the River, 
but exceedences of State and local standards have been recorded throughout the River.  It also is 
characterized by low dissolved oxygen.  Compared to Biscayne Bay and some other canals, the 
Miami River exhibits relatively elevated concentrations of ammonia, nitrogen, total phosphate, color, 
and trace metals concentrations.  The DERM database for all Miami River stations combined for the 
entire period of record (1979 to present) indicates turbidity is variable, ranging from 0.1 to 39.8 
NTU.  Mean and median turbidity levels for the River are 2.95 and 2.2 NTU respectively. 
 
3.4.3.3.4 SLES Study – 1987. Savannah Laboratories and Environmental Services, Inc. (SLES) 
conducted a chemical analysis of water, sediments, and elutriate samples from the lower Miami 
River from Comfort Canal to Biscayne Bay.  These analyses revealed that existing water in the 
Miami River is highly turbid, occasionally anoxic, and may exhibit isolated incidences of 
exceedences of state water quality standards for heavy metals.  Sediments in the Miami River were 
found to contain high levels of heavy metals, PCBs, PAHs, oil, and grease.  Elutriate results 
demonstrated that sediments mixing with water would generate mercury concentrations of 
approximately 0.3 ppb, exceeding the state water quality standard of 0.2 ppb.  Incidents of state water 
quality standard exceedences were determined to originate from non-point outfalls from the urban 
areas of the river, and sediment agitation from vessel traffic. 
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3.4.3.3.5 PPB Studies 
 
3.4.3.3.5.1  PPB Study – 1991. Water and sediment samples were collected by PPB Environmental 
Laboratories, Inc. (PPB) from the Miami River and the Miami Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site 
in July 1991.  A reference sediment sample and elutriate sample were analyzed.   
 
Aluminum and iron were found in the reference sediment at higher levels than other metals, which 
were either not detected or detected in trace amounts.  No pesticides, PCBs, PAHs, or phenolics were 
found in the elutriate. 
 
Elutriate and whole sediment bioassays were performed by Barry A. Vittor & Associates, Inc., on 
seven channel material samples and a reference sample.  Elutriate bioassays showed that survivorship 
of Mysidopsis bahia, Menidia beryllina, and Crassostrea virginica was significantly lower in 
elutriates of sampled sediments than in control water.   
 
Whole sediment bioassays indicated that M. bahia was less affected by exposure to test sediments 
than Ampelisca abdita.  Control survivorship was 96 percent for both species.  M. bahia survivorship 
in selected channel samples was over 10 percent below that in the reference sediment.  However, 
survivorship in other channel sediments was statistically lower than the reference station. 
 
Overall survivorship in all channel samples was more than 20 percent below control sediment 
survivorship for A. abdita. 
 
Bioaccumulation data showed that tissue hydrocarbon concentrations were below detection limits for 
all compounds tested.  Lead appeared to be accumulated by both Nereis virens and Macoma nasuta, 
while Macoma exposed to sediments from the vicinity of Seybold Canal may have tended to 
accumulate several heavy metals, although statistically significant changes in tissue concentrations 
were not observed. 
 
The 1991 bioassay tests on dredged material from Miami River indicate the material is not suitable 
for disposal at the designated offshore disposal site near Miami. 
 
The sediments showed high levels of mortality in the amphipod Ampelisca sp. exposed to solid-phase 
sediments from all stations tested.  Significant mortality also occurred in other test organisms 
exposed to solid-phase sediments from some, but not all, stations.  Mortality among test organisms in 
suspended particulate bioassays was not considered to exceed criteria, considering dilution in the 
mixing zone.  Results of these bioassays, however, generally indicate that Miami River sediment is 
not suitable for ocean disposal at the ODMDS. 
 
3.4.3.3.5.2  PPB Study – 1995. A study conducted by PPB in July 1995 evaluated samples taken 
from six stations in the Miami River, one station in Miami Harbor, and two reference stations in 
waters near the Miami Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site.  The sites were sampled as part of the 
1995 Miami River Maintenance Dredging 103 Evaluation.   
 
Water column measurement for the sample stations indicated that warm, oxygen-poor conditions 
prevailed at all river locations.  Higher oxygen values were reported from samples near the river 
mouth; these values reflect the influence of saline, highly oxygenated water from Biscayne Bay. 
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Elevated levels of cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, silver, and zinc were detected 
in samples.  Low-to-moderate enrichment was noted for chromium, nickel, and zinc; moderate-to-
high enrichment was noted for cadmium, lead, and copper.  Silver and mercury, generally not present 
in estuarine systems, were measured in the range of 1-8 micrograms/gram (dry weight basis).  All 
station sediments were essentially free of pesticides, PCBs, and PAHs.   
 
Traditional bioassays were performed by Barry A. Vittor and Associates, Inc. on eight sediment 
samples.  The bioassays indicated that Mysidopsis bahia and Leptocheirus plumulosus were affected 
by exposure to sample stations.  Geobags™ whole sediment bioassays were performed to measure 
the ability of Geobags™ to minimize the toxicity and bioaccumulation of contaminated sediments in 
bioassay test organisms.  Geobags™ were filled with test sediment, sewn, pressed with weights, and 
capped with Miami Harbor sediment.  The Geobags™ bioassays indicated that M. bahia was affected 
by exposure to sample stations, while Leptocheirus plumulosus was generally not affected.  The use 
of Geobags™ reduced toxicity in all sample stations in L. plumulosus but did not seem to limit 
toxicity in the M. bahia tests. 
 
Elutriate bioassays showed that survivorship of M. bahia and Menida beryllina in control water was 
significantly greater than in 100 percent elutriates of selected sediment samples.  Additionally, 
fertilization of Lytechinus variegates in control water was substantially greater than in 100 percent 
elutriates of selected sediment samples. 
 
Bioaccumulation test results using Geobags™ capped with Miami Harbor sediment showed 
decreases in metal concentrations for both Nereis virens and Macoma nasuta.  Decreases were higher 
for N. virens than for M. nasuta. 
 
DERM commented on the Geobags™ tests, stating that, 
 

 . . . although Geobags containment appeared to reduce toxicity in 
amphipods, it did not eliminate it.  In mysid assays, Geobags 
appeared to actually increase toxicity in controls and sample 
sediments.  Geobags did not consistently reduce bioaccumulation of 
contaminants.  None of these findings is particularly favorable for 
ocean disposal of the sediments. 

 
3.4.3.3.5.3 Hydrocyclone Report – 1997.  In 1997, PPB Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 
conducted a study of contaminated sediments in the Miami River.  The study located contaminated 
sediments within the river in addition to locating the contaminated fraction within the sediments. 
 
Methodology involved collecting four samples from key locations along the navigable portion of the 
Miami River using a Van Veen grab sampling device.  Homogenized sediments from the four 
samples were sieved using number 100, 200, and 325 mesh screens.  The four fractions were tested 
for heavy metals.  Results indicated that metal concentrations increased as grain size decreased.  
Evidence from the four fraction testing was used to set the operational parameters for hydrocyclone 
separation techniques. 
 
Bulk sediments were separated, using the hydrocyclone/maximum density separator, into a coarse 
underflow and a fine overflow fraction.  Subsequent analysis of the two fractions revealed metal 
concentrations (on average) 10 times higher in the fine overflow fraction than in the coarse overflow 
fraction. 



 

 47

 
DERM commented as follows:   
 

The hydrocyclone bench tests of the Miami River sediment indicated 
that the coarse fraction was less contaminated than the fine fraction.  
However, limited analysis of sediment chemistry for selected metals 
showed that the coarse fraction samples did not always meet State of 
Florida soil cleanup target levels for residential direct exposure, and 
no leachibility testing was performed.  Furthermore, supernatant 
water, even after flocculation, did not always meet State of Florida 
numerical criteria for marine surface water in selected tests.  It is 
therefore premature to conclude that coarse sediment and water 
fractions produced by hydrocyclone treatment would meet regulatory 
requirements or reduce costs of dredging and dredged material 
disposal for the Miami River. 

 
3.4.3.3.5.4  PPB Study – 1999. In October 1999, water and sediment samples were collected at five 
stations on the Miami River by PPB to determine existing water quality and relate it to ship traffic 
and tidal cycle. 
 
Turbidity, dissolved oxygen, conductivity, salinity, pH, temperature, and other water quality data 
were measured at one-minute intervals over an 11-hour period at each station.  Water samples were 
collected hourly over the same 11-hour period.  One sediment sample was collected at each station; 
additionally, a water and sediment sample from each station was collected and delivered to FDEP for 
chemical and biological testing.  Comparison of the analytical results from PPB and the results from 
the FDEP laboratory showed generally good agreement for both water and sediment samples. 
 
Turbidity values ranged from 0.6 – 34.3 NTUs.  Other in situ water quality measurements yielded 
data consistent with previous studies of the Miami River.  Heavy metals were generally either not 
detected or found at low levels in water samples.  Copper levels were somewhat elevated, with 
values ranging from <2.0 micrograms/L to 98.0 micrograms/L.  Pesticides and PCBs were not 
detected in any of the waters. 
 
Heavy metals, particularly copper, chromium, cadmium, mercury, silver, and zinc, were found at 
elevated levels in most sediment samples.  These findings are consistent with previous studies.  Low 
levels of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) were detected in each of the sediments.  
Pesticides and PCBs were not detected by PPB in any sediment samples; however, FDEP detected 
residues of two pesticides and two PCBs in some samples. 
 
Elutriate testing of the sediments indicated that, while there are significant concentrations of heavy 
metals in the sediments, mechanical mixing alone produces only modest releases of these metals into 
the water column.  The potential does exist, however, for state water quality standards for metals and 
some organic compounds to be exceeded during dredging operations.  With the exception of copper, 
4,4’-DDD, and Endosulfan I, the elutriates did not exceed USEPA Region IV Ecological Acute 
Screening Criteria. 
 
3.4.3.3.6  NOAA Study – 1999. A regional survey was conducted in 1999 under the administration of 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) to determine the distribution of 
chemical contaminants of sediments in estuarine and marine environments along the Atlantic coast.  
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Biscayne Bay was selected by NOAA because data from previous surveys had shown a potential for 
toxicity and other adverse biological effects within the bay.  A total of 226 samples was taken in the 
Biscayne Bay area, including the Miami River.  Four laboratory tests were run upon all samples: 
 

1. Percent survival of A. abdita in 10-day tests of solid-phase sediments; 
 

2. Changes in bioluminescent activity of Photobacterium phosphoreum in 15-minute Microtox 
bioassays of organic extracts; 

 
3. Fertilization success of Arbacia punctulata in one-hour tests of the sediment pore water; and 

 
4. Normal embryological development of A. punctulata in 48-hour tests of the pore water. 

 
Additional bioassays were performed on selected samples.  The concentrations of trace metals, 
pesticides, other chlorinated compounds, PAHs, and sedimentological features were determined in all 
samples. 
 
Wide ranges in chemical concentrations and toxicity were observed throughout the study area.  The 
data gathered by the survey indicated that sediments collected in the peripheral tributaries were much 
more toxic than those from the open water basins of the bay.  Samples from the lower Miami River 
were the most toxic in the amphipod survival tests, the least sensitive of the four tests performed bay-
wide.  Copepod life cycle assays showed impaired reproductive abilities; samples from the lower 
Miami River were the most toxic. 
 
Chemicals of highest concern were those that were elevated relative to numerical guidelines in the 
most samples, showed strongest concordance with measures of toxicity, and were most elevated in 
concentrations in which toxicity was most severe.  Substances meeting these criteria included copper, 
lead, mercury, DDTs, and PCBs.  Concentrations of cadmium, copper, lead, and zinc exceeded 
reference levels in many samples. 
 
Elevated concentrations of mixtures of trace metals, PAHs, PCBs, and other chlorinated substances 
from samples collected in the lower Miami River were highly correlated with reduced amphipod 
survival.  Many samples from the lower Miami River had relatively high concentrations of these 
substances and caused very severe toxicity in the amphipod tests.   
 
The spatial extent of elevated chemical concentrations was two percent or less for all substances, 
indicating that significant contamination was restricted to the peripheral canals and tributaries of the 
Biscayne Bay area.  Both the percentages of samples that exceeded numerical guidelines and the 
surficial extent of contamination as compared to the guidelines were lower than observed elsewhere 
in comparable studies elsewhere in U.S. estuaries. 
 
Results from the survey indicated that the concentrations of chemical mixtures were sufficiently 
elevated in some sediments to contribute to acute and sublethal toxicity in laboratory tests.  
Concentrations of individual chemicals were restricted mainly to canals and tributaries, including the 
Miami River.  Toxicity was likewise restricted in surficial extent to these areas.  Toxicity as 
measured with sublethal urchin and Microtox tests was much more pervasive, however. 
 



 

 49

3.4.3.4  Summary. The Miami River has been contaminated from a variety of urban and rural 
pollution sources through time.  Contamination testing for the river and its sediment has been 
ongoing for the past two decades. 
 
Chronic and acute coliform bacterial contamination has been repeatedly noted in the Seybold Canal 
and the Miami River.  Contamination is believed to result from sewage overflows and illegal 
connections. 
 
The results of this testing generally indicate that Miami River sediments are not suitable for ocean 
disposal. 
 
3.4.3.5 Conclusion.  Non-metallic pollutants such as hydrocarbons, pesticides, and PCBs have been 
detected in Miami River sediments.  Metal concentrations in the sediment samples are not high 
enough to cause dredged materials to be classified as “hazardous waste” under Federal or state 
criteria.  Miami River deposits, in place, are not classified as “solid waste” although some debris, 
such as old refrigerators and steel cable, will have to be removed from the river bottom before dredge 
operations begin, at which point such debris if not salvaged would become solid waste. 
 
Information provided by DERM indicates that Miami River sediments presently do not meet local 
“Clean Soil/Clean Backfill” criteria (Attachment E), indicating that DERM considers the material 
appropriate for disposal at an approved solid waste landfill. 
 
Under ordinary circumstances, the most efficient means of disposing of silt deposits removed from 
navigation channels is to use the material for fill in a nearby location where and if it is permissible to 
deposit fill materials.  In the absence of a suitable fill site, under favorable conditions, dredged 
materials can be placed at a designated offshore ocean dredged material disposal site (ODMDS).  
However, bioassay tests on dredged material from Miami River indicate the material is not suitable 
for disposal at the designated offshore disposal site near Miami.  Silt content of Miami River 
sediment is too high for use for structural fills, and it cannot be used for unrestricted fill due to its 
contaminants. 
 
3.4.4 Subsurface Geological Characterization. 
 
The subsurface conditions of the project site were examined by drilling soil test borings in strategic 
locations.  Six soil test borings were drilled in the subsurface of the Miami River to characterize the 
river sediments and substrate.  The borings were drilled to depths of 3.7-7.2 feet below the surface of 
the land.  Core boring logs and laboratory analysis cores taken from the Miami River are included in 
Attachment F. 
 
The borings were drilled from April 2-3, 2000.  The Vibracore tubes were split and logged by Law 
Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc., of Jacksonville, Florida.  Samples were classified in 
the field by a geotechnical engineer in accordance with the United Soils Classification System.  
Grain size and settling rate distributions were performed on samples from selected sedimentary 
layers within the cores. 
 
The borings show a significant amount of variation in sediment content; however, the disparity 
observed in the core logs is not atypical for the interpreted depositional environment.  The borings 
are grouped according to shared characteristics for discussion purposes. 
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Four of the borings contain an upper layer of sand.  The sand is fine, quartz-rich, with small amounts 
of silt, and ranges in color from light tan to brown gray.  Gravel-sized lime rock fragments are 
present in one of the cores.  This sand ranges in thickness from three to four feet in three of the 
borings; in the fourth boring, the sand comprises the entire core.  Grain size for this upper sand unit 
exhibits a similar range and pattern in all four borings.  Grain size values exhibit a typical 
distribution pattern and range from approximately 0.075 mm – 5 mm, with the majority concentrated 
between 0.8 and 0.15 mm.  Approximately 13.5 percent of the total grains in the samples have grain 
sizes of less than 0.075 mm, the sieve diameter utilized.  Settling rate curves reflect the same patterns 
observed in grain size distribution curves.  This is to be expected as settling rate should be closely 
correlated to particle size. 
 
Limestone is present beneath the sand unit in the other three borings.  The limestone contains clasts 
ranging in size from fine sand to medium gravel, and ranges in color from tan to gray.  No shell 
fragments are indicated.  Grain size analysis reveals that most “grains” within the rock are larger than 
the upper size parameter of 0.5 mm.  However, limestone is often deposited through chemical 
precipitation of calcium carbonate rather than accumulation and cementation of weathered fragments.  
Consequently, limestone typically exhibits a crystalline rather than a granular texture.  In light of 
this, grain size distributions of limestone are not likely to contain meaningful data. 
 
Two of the borings contain an upper layer of silt with small amounts of sand, trace organics, and 
brown-to-brown-gray color.  The silt layer ranges from approximately 3 to 4 feet in thickness, and is 
underlain by approximately 2 feet of sand in one of the borings.  The sand is fine, quartz-rich, with 
small amounts of silt, trace limestone fragments, and light tan in color.  The lowermost layer in both 
cores consists of light tan limestone with sand to gravel sized clastic fragments.  Measured grain size 
values for two silt samples range from approximately 0.075 – 0.5 mm, although a significant portion 
of the total grains (30.2 percent and 63.2 percent, respectively) falls below the lower size parameter 
of 0.075 mm.  The greatest portion of measured grain sizes lies between approximately 0.0.75 mm 
and 0.5 mm, and both samples appear to exhibit normal sediment distribution and settling rate 
curves. 
 
3.4.5 Alternative Comparisons 
 
Two alternatives for dredging the Miami River have been proposed.  Because the No-Action 
Alternative (Alternative 3) must also be considered, a total of three alternatives have been evaluated 
(alternatives 1-3). 
 
Except for the No-Action Alternative, all of the alternatives involve dredging the existing Federal 
project to its authorized dimensions.  It is assumed that one foot of advance maintenance dredging 
will be specified and the contractor will be paid for an additional foot of allowable overdepth 
dredging. 
 
An upland staging area of approximately 8.5-acre in size and a riverside berthing area will be secured 
by the local sponsor and made available for the contractor’s use. 
 
3.4.5.1 Alternative 1:  The Base Dredging Plan. The base plan is to dredge the Miami River to 
the authorized Federal channel dimensions and dispose of the dredged material in an environmentally 
acceptable manner in accordance with county, state, and Federal regulations.   
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It is assumed that dredging would be performed using a mechanical dredge with clamshell bucket.  
Material would be placed in open-top barges, which would transport the material to a berthing site.  
Barges would be unloaded using a hydraulic unloader, which would pump the slurry to an interim 
staging area.   
 
The staging area would enable dewatering or drying of material to take place in a confined manner.  
Dried material will be hauled to and disposed of at an appropriate upland landfill. 
Requirements for the interim staging area include: 
 

• 10 acres (approximate) in size 
• Located near river 
• Industrial/commercial land use 
• Locate near transportation 

 
The local sponsor has worked to identify and secure, through purchase or lease, various land and 
easements to provide the necessary interim staging area.  Federal funds cannot be used to cover these 
costs. 
 
On October 3, 2000, the Board of County Commissioners of Miami-Dade County (the Board) gave 
conditional approval for a former parking lot located between NW 33rd and NW 36th Streets and NW 
35th and NW 37th Avenues to be used as the interim staging area for the dredged material (Resolution 
No. R-1031-00).  Figure 4 is the proposed interim staging area located at the parking lot. 
 
In addition to the eight-and-one-half-acre County-owned site located at the parking lot, the County 
has leased a 6,880-square-foot site located in southern portion of the Jai-Alai parking lot to 
accommodate the rectangular configuration required by the USACE for the interim staging area.  
Since the interim staging area does not have direct access to the river, an interim berthing site is 
required to dock loaded barges until the dredged material is pumped to the staging area.  The local 
sponsor has leased approximately 25,000 square feet (sq ft) of land plus 430 linear feet of Miami 
riverfront seawall and bulkhead located at 3700 NW North River Drive, Miami to be used by the 
USACE for dockage and landside operations to implement the Miami River Dredging Project.  The 
interim berthing site provides adequate dockage space for barges, direct access to arterial roadways, a 
rail spur, and access to the interim staging area via an underground culvert. 
 
At the request of the local sponsor, the interim site cannot be used for conventional diking with open-
air drying.  Any plan that utilizes the interim staging area must confine or cover the material during 
the drying process.  Open-air drying will not be allowed. 
 
3.4.5.1.1  Geotechnical Investigation of Interim Staging Area.  Subsurface investigations were 
conducted by the USACE to explore and characterize the subsurface condition of the interim staging 
area.  The subsurface conditions of the parking lot site were examined by drilling five soil test 
borings at strategic locations parking lot.  Four borings were drilled to a depth of 30 feet, and one 
boring was drilled to a depth of 56.5 feet.  Core boring logs of the parking lot site are included in 
Attachment G.  The results of the core analyses were instrumental in determining the adequacy of the 
site. 
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The borings were drilled from November 8 – 15, 2000.  Soil samples were collected using a split-
spoon sampler.  Samples were classified in the field by a geotechnical engineer in accordance with 
the United Soils Classification System. 
 
The borings display general similarity in character, although variations exist within individual 
borings.  All borings contain an upper layer of fill or cap material ranging in thickness from less than 
a foot to 3 feet.  Fill material ranges from sand to gravel and is often capped by asphalt. 
 
Three of the 30-foot borings contain limestone for the entire length of the core.  The limestone is 
typically tan in color and contains minor amounts of sand.  A zone of micro-oolites is generally 
present in the upper 3-5 feet of the limestone layer, and vugs and shell molds appear at depth.  This 
zone is known as Miami Oolite, a well-documented Pleistocene limestone. 
 
The deposits in these three borings are consistent with those of continental shelf environments.  
Micritic and micro-oolitic limestone deposits typically form in marine environments at intermediate 
depth; sand inclusions indicate that the environment was relatively near the paleoshoreline.  Shell 
fragments are indicative of a marine environment. 
 
The remaining 30-foot boring contains deposits that are somewhat different from the other borings.  
The upper portion of boring contains three distinct layers of sand beneath the asphalt cap.  The upper 
sand layer is 1.5 feet thick, is silty with some clay and gravel, and is dark gray in color.  Beneath this 
layer is approximately three feet of silty brown sand, which is in turn underlain by approximately 
three feet of poorly cemented calcareous tan sand with shell fragments.  A layer of micritic, vugular, 
sandy, tan limestone is present to a depth of 18.5 feet; sand content within the limestone increases 
with depth.  The remainder of the boring consists of very fine-fine calcareous tan sandstone. 
 
The deposits within this boring may indicate a slightly more nearshore or near-sediment source 
environment than the previous borings.  The higher sand content appears to indicate that the deposits 
formed at a shallower depth than the previous borings; however, the calcareous content of the 
sandstone and the limestone all point to a marine environment. 
 
The 56.6-foot coring appears to combine the features of the two boring groups discussed above.  
Approximately 5.5 feet of sandstone is present beneath the asphalt/fill cap.  The sandstone is very 
fine-fine, tan, quartz-rich, and contains calcareous cement.  Shell fragments are found in the lower 
portion of the sand body.  A limestone layer is present beneath the sandstone to a depth of 31 feet.  
The limestone is slightly sandy, micritic and micro-oolitic, and tan.  Sand content increases with 
depth.  Approximately three feet of medium-fine calcareous tan sandstone is found beneath the 
limestone layer.  A thin interval of well-sorted, uncemented tan sand is found beneath this layer.  The 
remainder of the core consists of micritic tan limestone with some sand content.  Sand content 
decrease with depth, and shell molds and vugs are present at depth. 
 
The deposits in this boring are consistent with those of a continental shelf environment.  The 
intermediate sand content may indicate a slightly more nearshore or near-sediment source than the 
sand-rich boring discussed above. 
 
Alternately, all borings may represent environments of equivalent depth and distance to shore.  The 
variations in sedimentary content may be due to minor perturbations of the seafloor surface or the 
vagaries of longshore sediment transport.  Although exact depths and shore distances cannot be 
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determined from the available evidence, it is readily apparent that all borings represent a marine 
environment of intermediate depth. 
 
There is not sufficient “construction quality” material at the interim staging area site to construct 
dikes.  It will be necessary to import dike construction material for the interim staging area. 
 
Return decant water will be discharged into the Miami River adjacent to the berthing site.  The 
discharge will comply with the water quality certification, which requires turbidity to be at or below 
29 NTUs above background within 150 meters (mixing zone) of the discharge point. 
 
If dikes are used at the interim staging area, it will require an impervious liner to contain the dredged 
material and minimize potential site contamination.  Due to the shallow groundwater table, the dikes 
and liner must be constructed above the grade of the parking lot. 
 
Locals have inferred that the interim upland staging area will be required to meet Class I landfill 
requirements (State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Chapter 62-201, Solid 
Waste Management facilities).  Class I type landfills constructed with composite or double liners, 
and a leachate collection and removal system are appropriate for dredged material disposal.  Class I 
landfills are those which receive an average of 20 tons or more of solid waste per day. 
 
Dewatering of the dredged material at the interim upland staging area maybe accelerated by use of 
underdrains, wicks, geotubes, or other dewatering technology.  The dried material must be double 
handled by loading it into trucks or rail cars for transport to a final disposal site, an approved solid 
waste landfill. 
 
At the request of the local sponsor, the interim staging area cannot be utilized for conventional diking 
with open-air drying.  Therefore, any plan that utilizes this interim upland staging area must confine 
the material (e.g., geotubes, etc.).  However, conventional diking and open-air drying may be used in 
the Miami River dredging project if the contractor provides another upland site.  It is not likely, 
however, that open-air drying would receive approval at any other site in an urban setting. 
 
Table 6 lists the Class I Landfills near the project area that could be used for permanent dredged 
material disposal and related information. 
 
The following assumptions were made by the USACE in developing the base plan cost estimate and 
represent the technical approach for the Miami River Dredging Project.  The dredging will be 
accomplished using a 10-CYD clamshell dredge which will load barges and haul the dredged 
material to the upland staging area.  A 12-inch hydraulic unloader will then pumpout the loaded 
barges into the upland staging area.  Return water discharge will be back into the Miami River 
through two weirs installed during the staging area construction.  Existing heavy debris located in the 
river within the dredging limits will be removed prior to commencing the dredging.  The heavy 
debris will be placed in the upland staging area, then hauled to the county landfill during the staging 
area offloading during the subsequent dredging event. 
 
The cost for polymer injection into the discharge line during the hydraulic unloading process to 
increase the settling time of the dredge material fines in the staging area is included. 
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Table 6.  List of Class I Landfills in Miami-Dade and Broward Counties, Florida 

 
 

Name 
 

Address 
 

City 
Ownership 

_Type 
Company_ 

Name 
Prop_ 
Area 

Disposal
_Area 

Life 
(yr) 

Waste 
(ton/day) 

Design_ 
Capacity 

Fee 
($/ton) 

 
Liner 

 
Location 

Distance 
(mile) 

Broward City Interim 
Contingency LF 

U.S. 27 & 
Sheridan 
Street 

Pembroke 
Pines 

County Broward County 
Utilities Div 

588 263 35 2000 3000 37 Plastic Other 35 

Broward Co. South 
Resource Recovery 

STRD 441 
& 84 

Fort 
Lauderdale 

County Wheelabrator South 
Broward Inc. 

210 61 20 2000  27 Plastic Wetland 34 

Central Sanitary 
Landfill & Recycling 
Center 

3000 NW 
48th St 
(Hilton Rd) 

Pompano 
Beach 

Private Waste Management 
Inc. of Florida 

494.2 384 20 4000 1000 40 Plastic Other 34 

Medley Landfill and 
Recycling Center 

9350 NW 
89th Ave 

Medley Private Waste Management 
Inc. of Florida 

113 25 25 512  34* None Other 14 

Medley Landfill and 
Recycling Center 

9350 NW 
89 Avenue 

Medley Private Waste Management 
Inc. of Florida 

157.6 73.5 4 1500 1500 27 Plastic Floodplain 14 

South Dade Shredded 
Waste Landfill 

SW 248th 
St & 97th 
Ave 

Goulds County Metro Dade County 
Public Works 

333 218 5 2500  59 Plastic Floodplain 23 

South Dade SW 
Reduct Facility 

SW 97th 
Ave & SW 
248th St 

Goulds County Metro Dade County 
Solid Waste 
Management 

54 54 20 300  61* None Floodplain 23 

Coral Springs Dump Sawgrass 
Expwy. & 
139 S 

Coral 
Springs 

County Coral Ridge 
Properties 

40 40 20 0   None Other 25 

North Reg WWTP 
Sludge Landfill 

Copans & 
Powerline 
Rd. 

Pompano 
Beach 

County Broward Co. Public 
Works 

132 0 20 70   Plastic Other 31 

Davie Landfill 4001 SW 
142 Ave. 

Davie County Broward Co. Envir. 
Services 

209 148 25 600   Plastic Floodplain 19 

Broward Co. Interim 
Contingency LF 

US 27 & 
Sheridan 
St. 

Pembroke 
Pines 

County Broward Co. 
Utilities Division 

588 263 35 2000 3000 37 Plastic Other 19 

C B Smith Park 
Dump 

Flamingo 
Rd and 
Pine Rd 

Hollywood Municipal City of Hollywood 200 10     None  14 

Port Everglades 
Central Disposal 

McIntosh 
Rd. & Eller 
Dr. 

Fort 
Lauderdale 

Private Central Disposal 10 0     None  20 

58 St. Landfill 8831 NW 
58 St. 

Miami County Miami-Dade 
DSWM 

640 560  7747   None Other 6 



 

 56

 
Name 

 
Address 

 
City 

Ownership 
_Type 

Company_ 
Name 

Prop_ 
Area 

Disposal
_Area 

Life 
(yr) 

Waste 
(ton/day) 

Design_ 
Capacity 

Fee 
($/ton) 

 
Liner 

 
Location 

Distance 
(mile) 

South Dade Dump SW 97 
Ave. & SW 
248 St. 

Goulds County Metro Dade Co. 
Public Works 

54 54 5 1450  59 None  Floodplain 20 

South Dade SW 
Reduction Facility 

SW 97 
Ave. & SW 
248 St. 

Goulds County Metro Dade Co. 
Solid Waste 

54 54 20 300   None Floodplain 20 

City of Miami Beach 
Ojus Landfill 

20735 NE 
16 Ave 

North Miami 
Beach 

Municipal City of Miami 
Beach 

149 125 25    None Other 12 

Munisport-North 
Miami Landfill 

14301 
Biscayne 
Blvd. 

North Miami Municipal Munisport Inc. & 
North Miami City 

350 0 4 3030   None  9 

Town of Surfside 
Dump 

4600 NW 
215 St. 

Carol City Municipal Town of Surfside 100 0     None  11 

Tony Waher Dump NW 107 
Ave. & 
NW 135 
Ave. 

Hialeah 
Gardens 

Private Tony Waher 15 15  18   None Other 10 

 
*Personal communication. 
 
Source:  Florida Department of Environmental Protection web site, updated May 10, 2000.
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The dredge material will be pumpout out of the dredge barges into Geotubes.  The Geotubes will 
dewater the material and store it prior to final removal and hauling to the approved Dade County 
Class I landfill. 
 
The dredge material disposal work is based on using Mirafi Brand GT-500 polypropylene geotubes 
to contain the material at the upland staging area.  The use of a polymer flocculent additive to the 
dredge material to increase the dewatering period is also included in the base plan. 
 
The disposal area will be lined with a landfill type impermeable polyliner.  The liner will be replaced 
during each subsequent dredging event following the initial offloading of existing dredge disposal 
material from the prior event.  The dredge soil will be truck hauled to the county lanfill for final 
disposal following the first dredging event.  A tipping fee of $59 per ton for using the county landfill 
is included in the estimate, based on one ton per bank cubic yard of dredged material.  (MCACES 
Gold Edition 9-9-20, Miami River FY-02 Maintenance Dredging and Disposal, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.) 
 
3.4.5.2 Alternative 2:  The Preferred Alternative.  The USACE sent a Request for Information 
(RFI) to about 36 dredging companies, 10 environmental/remediation firms, 12 waste management 
companies, and the Dredging Association during the period of February 5-20, 2001.  The RFI sought 
industry comments on the most environmentally and economically feasible method for dredging the 
Miami River.  The main concern of the RFI focused on the disposal of contaminated sediments.  
Responses to the RFI from 17 firms indicated that leaving disposal means and methods entirely up to 
the contractor is the contractual alternative recommended by the industry.  Contractors want the 
flexibility to identify alternatives for a permanent disposal or beneficial use of the contaminated 
sediment from the Miami River.  From the responses to the RFI, it appears that there are a variety of 
dredging technologies, sediment decontamination, and beneficial reuse processes that could provide a 
suitable solution for dredging and disposal of the contaminated Miami River sediment. 
 
The preferred alternative is to issue a Request for Proposal (RFP) and select the best method of 
dredging and disposal based on “source selection criteria” to be determined by the source selection 
team.  This procurement would be solicited in accordance with USACE guidance, Contracting for 
Best Value – Best Practices Guide for Source Selection.  The Government will identify the source 
selection team.  The RFP solicitation process would encourage the successful contractor to propose 
alternative disposal or treatment of the sediments to minimize the impacts on the local community.  
The Government will select the successful proposer using criteria that will consider the overall best 
value to the government, including but not limited to efficiency, technical experience, neighborhood 
and environmental protection, as well as cost.  The Government will contract with the successful 
proposer and oversee construction of the project.  The selected contractor must obtain all Federal, 
state, and local permits or approvals for the proposed sediment treatment and/or disposal method.  
The RFI and a memo summarizing the respondents input are shown in Attachment H.  Also included 
in Attachment H is USACE guidance, Contracting for Best Value- Best Practices Guide for Source 
Selection, which elaborates on the RFP process. 
 
3.4.5.2.1  Innovative Technology.  The USACE plans to issue an RFP for use of innovative 
technology to dredge and dispose of the Miami River sediments. 
 
Highlighted here are many innovative technologies in various stages of development that are 
available for consideration.  A national workshop was held in May 2000, which resulted in a 
publication that summarizes some of most readily available technologies that have been used in other 
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projects involving contaminated sediments.  The following excerpts are included in the Miami River 
DMMP in an effort to identify the various innovative technologies available for consideration during 
the RFP process. 
 
During 1999, the U.S. Section of the Permanent International Association of Navigation Congresses 
recognized the need to address the state of the practice of innovative dredged sediment 
decontamination and treatment technologies.  As a result, the U.S. Section held its first specialty 
Workshop on Innovative Dredged Sediment Decontamination and Treatment Technologies on 
May 2, 2000 in Oakland, California as part of its annual meeting.  Objectives of the workshop were 
to conduct a critical review of selected technologies demonstrated for decontamination and treatment 
of contaminated dredged sediments generated from large-scale navigation dredging projects and 
assess the beneficial use potential of the projects generated by the technologies.  A technical review 
panel consisted of experts and potential technology users from the navigation industry, private 
consulting firms, and academia.  Invited speakers from a variety of technology development firms 
made presentations.  Six formal presentations were made on technologies being used in Europe.  
What follows is a summary of the dredged sediment decontamination and treatment technologies 
presented at the PIANC Specialty Conference. 
 
Increasing controversy over adequate management of contaminated dredged material (CDM) also 
adversely impacts the Nation’s waterborne transportation infrastructure and commerce by stopping or 
delaying dredging projects.  The Nation is facing a monumental task in managing contaminated 
sediment outside navigation channels without the benefit of cost-effective sediment remediation 
technologies.  Innovative management solutions for these sediments must include affordable 
decontamination, treatment, and beneficial uses of the residual end products. 
 
Treatment is defined as a way of processing CDM with the aim of reducing the amount of 
contaminated material or reducing the contamination to meet regulatory standards and criteria.  
Treatment techniques are available for different types of contaminants in CDM.  Some of these 
techniques are still in a demonstration stage, while others are approaching large-pilot scale or full-
scale operations.  Because the CDM may contain various mixtures of heavy metals, petroleum 
hydrocarbons, and organochlorine compounds, they present a formidable challenge to treatment or 
decontamination technologies.  Therefore, significant innovation will be required to bring a viable 
treatment or decontamination scheme to solve CDM in navigation projects. 
 
3.4.5.2.1.1  Description of the Specialty Workshop 
 
The objectives of the workshop were to conduct a critical review of selected previously demonstrated 
technologies for decontamination and treatment of CDM generated from large-scale navigation 
dredging projects; and to assess the beneficial use potential of the products generated by the 
technologies.  To achieve these objectives, the workshop planners convened a technical review panel 
consisting of experts and potential technology users from the navigation industry, private consulting 
firms, and academia, and invited speakers from a variety of technology development firms (TDFs) to 
make presentations.  Six formal presentations were made on technologies being used in the United 
States and two guest speakers provided additional information on technologies being used in Europe. 
 
The invited TDFs were requested to focus their presentations on the ability of their technologies to 
handle the volumes of sediment and production rates typically associated with large-scale navigation 
dredging projects.  They were requested to address the following topics: 
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1.  Technology Description and Technology Availability 
• Description of the technology and its unique characteristics 
• Marketable products produced 
• Current availability and scale of demonstration 
• TDFs capability to fully implement technology 

 
2.  Applicability to Large-Scale Navigation Projects 

• Quantity of dredged sediment (or other media) on which technology has been 
demonstrated 

• Demonstrated ability to process dredged sediment (or other media) in excess of 
35,000 cy per month 

 
3.  Logistical and Regulatory Requirements 

• Degree of incorporation of the technology in an overall sediment management 
program 

• Amount of site preparation and required utilities for operation of technology plant 
• Particular facility siting requirements including land area 
• Environmental and/or regulatory barriers to implementation to the technology 

 
4.  Net Cost 

• Potential profit from sale of product resulting from applying technology to dredged 
sediment 

• Estimated costs for ranges of dredged sediment production rates and project 
size/duration including production costs, delivery costs, and tipping fees 

• Particular physical and/or chemical characteristics of dredged sediments that 
significantly impact costs 

 
The TDFs were also requested to address the following factors where applicable, particularly for 
those technologies that have not been demonstrated on dredged sediments on a large scale: 
 

• Current state of technology development and time required for commercialization 
• Factors affecting technology performance when applied to dredged sediments 
• Estimates of performance for application of the technology to dredged sediment 

remediation 
• Factors affecting economics of the technology 
• Estimates of the capital and operating costs for the technology for ranges of project sizes 
• Examples of application of the technology to dredging projects or remediation of 

contaminated sediments 
• Unknowns or potential problems associated with applications of the technology to 

dredged sediments 
• Health, safety, and environmental risks or related areas of concern associated with 

application of the technology to dredged sediments 
 
At the conclusion of the presentations, the technical review panel and the audience were invited to 
ask questions and provide comments.  The review panel then provided a brief comparative analysis 
of each technology as a means of clarifying the information presented and stimulating further 
discussion between the presenters and the audience.  After completion of the comparative analysis, 
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the technology presenters and the review panel led an open discussion on barriers to implementation 
of the technologies on dredged sediments.  Barriers from both the TDFs and potential users’ 
perspective were identified.  Possible solutions or ways to minimize the barriers were also discussed. 
 
3.4.5.2.1.2  Presentation of Technologies 
 
The technologies are categorized under two groups.  The first category of technologies includes those 
that achieve contaminant destruction using thermal processes.  The technologies presented, identified 
by their product, include: 
 

• Blended (construction-grade) cement 
• Building bricks 
• Glass aggregate 
• Lightweight aggregate 

 
The second category of technologies includes those that achieve contaminant extraction, partial 
removal, or contaminant using non-thermal processes.  The technologies presented include: 
 

• Flowable fill 
• Electrochemical remediation 
• Sediment washing 
• Solidification/stabilization 

 
The information presented by each TDF is summarized under six topic headings including: 
 

• Technology Description – a description of the technology process, product produced, and 
unit processes incorporated in the technology 

• Demonstration Scale – the scale at which the technology has been demonstrated, pilot-
scale and/or full-scale demonstration sites, and results of demonstrations 

• Commercial Availability – commercial-scale applications, availability of equipment 
required for commercial application, and actual or proposed applicability to large 
quantity dredged sediment operations (greater than 35,000 cy per month) 

• Beneficial Use Applications – description and actual or proposed use of product produced 
by technology 

• Logistics and Regulatory Requirements – amount of total sediment management program 
achieved by technology, sitting and utility requirement, regulatory requirements 
including permits based on unit operations and generated wastes or discharges 

• Estimated Costs – estimated capital and operating costs by range or processing rates, 
required tipping fees, marketability and potential price of produced product, and factors 
including dredged sediment characteristics affecting costs 

 
Not all TDFs provided all the information requested as noted in the particular technology 
discussions.  Availability of information varied depending on the demonstration scale achieved for a 
particular technology.  Although some of the information was incomplete, an attempt was made to 
develop a comparative summary of the information presented in a tabular format.  This summary is 
presented and discussed later in the report.  It should be noted that the information on the various 
technologies presented and discussed in this report was provided by the TDFs and has not been 
verified by PIANC or the authors. 
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In addition to the technology presentations, barriers to implementation of decontamination and 
treatment technologies, which were identified during the conference, are discussed, including 
economic, logistical, political, and liability barriers.  Possible solutions and opportunities to 
overcome or minimize the barriers are discussed, and conclusions presented. 
 
3.4.5.2.1.3  Thermal Contaminant Destruction Technologies 
 
Blended (Construction-Grade) Cement 

 
This technology is an advanced thermo-chemical manufacturing process for decontaminating wastes 
including dredged sediments, soils, and sludges, and producing a marketable product.  Using this 
technology, dredged sediment can be transformed into construction-grade cement that meets ASTM 
standards.  During the process, organic contaminants are destroyed with destruction and removal 
efficiencies greater that 99 percent achieved.  Heavy metals are immobilized in the cement matrix, 
thus limiting their mobility and allowing attainment of Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
(TCLP) regulatory criteria. 
 
In operation, the water content of the dredged sediment (or other waste) is reduced using waste heat 
from the thermal process.  The sediment is then transferred into a rotary kiln melter where fuel, air, 
and modifiers are introduced.  A clinker-type material is transferred to a pulverizer/mixer where 
additional additives are introduced and mixed, resulting in a construction-grade cement product.  
Modifiers and additives used in the process are formulated based on the chemical and physical 
characteristics of the sediment (or other waste) feed stream.  Modifiers are inexpensive materials 
typically used in cement manufacturing.  Off-gas from the kiln is treated in a secondary combustion 
chamber; heat from the gas is recovered for use in drying the feed stream; and, the gas stream is 
passed through a final cleanup process prior to discharge to the atmosphere. 
 
The technology has been evaluated on both bench and pilot scales (up to one ton per day) for dredged 
sediments from various sites in New York, New Jersey, and Michigan.  A demonstration plant 
designed to treat 30,000 to 150,000 cy of sediment is under construction in New Jersey.  Another 
demonstration will be conducted on 2,000 to 5,000 cy of sediment from the Detroit River in 
Michigan.  Engineering has been completed on a 100,000 cy/year process module and a 500,000 
cy/year plant composed of five modules.  The technology has not been demonstrated for large-scale 
(greater than 1,000,000 cy) dredging projects. 
 
During these demonstrations, numerous samples were collected for analysis.  Analytical results are 
available on organic contaminant destruction, heavy metal immobilization, pilot-scale air emissions, 
and cement product quality.  The results have shown that the process is effective in destroying 
organic contaminants, immobilizing metals, and producing a quality product.  Concentrations of trace 
metals in the blended cement have been shown to be comparable with those reported for Portland 
cement. 
 
The technology is not currently being used to treat CDM on a commercial scale; however, large-scale 
demonstration projects will be completed in the near future.  All equipment required for commercial 
application is available.  Much of the equipment used in the process is identical to, or similar to, that 
used in the commercial cement industry.  Equipment required for off-gas treatment is routinely used 
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in other industries and is readily available.  Various vendors willing to provide turnkey production 
plants have been identified. 
 
For a large quantity dredged sediment operation (greater than 35,000 cy per month), the TDF 
proposes to use four modules, each with a capacity of 100,000 cy per year.  The production rate 
would be in excess of 200,000 tons per year, less than 20 percent of a typical full-scale cement plant.  
Marketability for this volume of product should be good.  Approximately 100 million metric tons of 
cement is used annually in the United States. 
 
The product has been tested and shown comparable in performance to commercial Portland cement.  
In addition to general commercial use, other markets identified by the TDF include: general 
construction for sediment processing stakeholders, grouting of underground storage tanks, soil 
conditioning at landfills, sediment stabilization processes, and construction of retention walls in 
mines where sediment is used for backfilling. 
 
The process is only one component of the process train required to move dredged sediment from the 
channel to the end-use.  Transportation and storage for raw and processed sediment must be designed 
and implemented on a site-specific basis.  The processing plant requires a constructed site large 
enough for the equipment and material storage; required utilities include water, fuel, and power 
utilities.  Storage of dredged sediment is required to provide a steady flow of raw sediment to the 
plant.  No wastewater is generated during the process that requires disposal.  This excludes 
wastewater from dewatering that is included in other processes.  Debris from the screening process 
must be transported off site for disposal.  No specific residue-requiring disposal was identified as 
being generated in the off-gas cleanup process. 
 
Variability in the physical and chemical characteristics of the dredged sediments was deemed not to 
affect the technical performance of the process.  Factors identified as affecting process costs are 
discussed in the “Estimated Cost” section. 
 
With respect to regulatory requirements, the processing plant requires permits similar to 
manufacturing process plants including an air permit.  No wastewater discharge permit is required, 
since no wastewater is discharged.  Specific permitting requirements will vary depending on the state 
in which the system is operated. 
 
The capital cost for a 500,000 cy/year processing plant is estimated at $100 million.  Operating costs 
were provided based on a dedicated 500,000 cy/year plant using a 20-year life span.  Several 
scenarios were detailed including the use of different fuels (natural gas versus high-BTU-content 
waste slugs) and different market prices for the product.  A full market value for cement of 
$70.00/ton and a discounted value of $35.00/ton were used for illustrative purposes.  The tipping fee 
required for the process to break even ranged from ($7.66) [profit] to $33.69/cy.  The profitable 
scenario was based on use of a waste material as a fuel source for which a tipping fee was collected 
and full market value for the cement product. 
 
Favorable costs for the process require a steady and guaranteed supply of sediment or other waste 
material (e.g., soils, sludges, ash, etc.) and a guaranteed buyer and stable price for a period of at least 
10 to 20 years.  Several factors that would affect the overall cost were noted.  Excessive moisture 
content would reduce the quantity of product.  A non-steady supply of sediment would require larger 
storage capacity, thus increasing capital costs.  Use of additional waste materials, particularly high-
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BTU materials, would reduce the treatment cost and would supplement and level the feed of raw 
materials to the process.  Non-continuous processing of sediment would increase the product cost. 
 
Building Bricks 

 
A TDF in Hamburg, Germany manufactures building bricks from CDM.  Using this technology, 
dewatered contaminated sediments are used in the production of regular bricks suitable for use in the 
building industry.  During the drying and ceramization process, organic contaminants are oxidized 
and metal contaminants are converted to stable immobile compounds or are volatilized. 
 
In operation, the fine grain portion of dewatered dredge sediments is used as the raw material for the 
bricks.  The dredged sediments are dewatered and segregated in a system prior to being transported 
to the facility.  Analytical data indicate that a large percentage of the contaminants are associated 
with the fine-grained fraction (less than 63 µm) of the sediment.  At the manufacturing facility, the 
sediment is mixed with natural clay and ground brick in a pan mill.  The mixture is dried from 
30 percent moisture to below 2 percent moisture content using a steam dryer.  The water removed (in 
the form of vapor) is condensed and treated using an activated carbon system.  The mixture from the 
steam dryer is dry-pressed to form the bricks that are then placed in a kiln.  The bricks are dried at a 
temperature of 1,115°F.  The temperature is then increased to 1,950°F for the ceramization process.  
The bricks are cooled and prepared for shipment.  Flue gas from the process is treated with calcium 
hydroxide and activated carbon, and passes through a fabric filter prior to discharge. 
 
The building brick technology is in full-scale production, producing five million bricks per year 
utilizing 35,000 metric tons per year of heavily contaminated, dewatered sediments.  The bricks 
manufactured by the process have been thoroughly tested and found to be in full compliance with 
Germany’s strict building material regulations.  The bricks are being used commercially in Northern 
Germany’s building industry. 
 
Brick manufacturing technology is being used on a commercial scale to treat CDM.  Typical brick 
manufacturing equipment is used.  Flue gas is being treated using conventional air pollution 
treatment equipment. 
 
Currently, approximately 100,000 cy of dredged sediment (prior to dewatering) are being used in the 
process.  The capacity of the process could easily be scaled up to handle in excess of 35,000 
cy/month if a market were developed for the produced bricks. 
 
The bricks produced by the process are suitable for use in all types of commercial and residential 
building projects.  Different sizes and styles of bricks can be manufactured based on market 
demands. 
 
The brick manufacturing process is only one component of the process train required to move 
dredged sediment from the channel to the end use.  Because only the fine-grained sediment is used in 
the process, dewatering and separation of the sediment is required.  Transportation and storage of raw 
sediment and the final brick product are required.  The processing plant requires extensive site 
preparation and facility construction along with water, fuel, and power utilities.  Storage of 
dewatered dredged sediment is required to provide a steady flow of raw sediment to the plant.  
Storage for the natural clay used in the process is also required.  Wastewater from the dewatering 
process requires treatment prior to discharge. 
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Debris from the screening and separation process must be managed and disposed of properly.  
Residue from the flue gas treatment process must also be managed and disposed of properly. 
 
The impact of sediment variability on the technical and economic performance of the process was not 
discussed.  However, the dredged sediment characteristics must be consistent to ensure a quality 
product. 
 
With respect to regulatory requirements, the processing plant requires permits for operations 
including an air permit.  A permit for discharge of the wastewater from the dewatering process is 
required.  Permits for disposal of debris and the remaining sediment fraction after screening also are 
required. 
 
Cost estimates were presented based on a process capacity of 20 to 60 million bricks per year using 
300,000 to 900,000 metric tons per year of dredged sediment.  This represents an increase of four to 
twelve times the current production rate of the plant in Germany.  A capital investment of $25 to $80 
million would be required excluding the facility required to screen and separate the dredged 
sediment.  The market value for the brick produced was assumed to range from $0.10 to $0.40 per 
brick.  The tipping fee required for the process to break even ranged from $20.00 to $60.00 per 
metric ton. 
 
Favorable costs for the process require a steady and guaranteed supply of sediment and a stable 
market for the bricks produced over the life of the plant.  Specific factors affecting costs were not 
identified. 
 
Glass Aggregate 

 
A TDF partnership markets the Plasma Vitrification Technology.  Plasma vitrification is a high-
temperature thermal process for converting waste to energy and decontaminating wastes including 
dredged sediments, wastewater sludge, and bio-solids.  Using this technology, dredged sediments can 
be transformed into molten glass and cooled to form glass aggregate.  The aggregate can be used as a 
raw material in the manufacture of architectural tile, glass fiber, sandblasting grit, roadbed aggregate, 
and roofing granules.  During the process, organic contaminants are destroyed by combustion, with 
destruction efficiencies greater than 99 percent achieved.  Heavy metals, along with mineral phases, 
are fused into glass thus limiting their mobility and meeting TCLP regulatory criteria. 
 
In operation, the dredged sediment is screened and partially dewatered using conventional 
techniques.  The sediment is desalinated with a simple rinsing and dewatering process.  The sediment 
is then injected in front of a plasma torch with temperatures in excess of 5,000°C.  Fluxes are added 
to modify the properties of the final product.  The molten material is collected in an associated 
chamber and passes through a quench chamber from which the vitrified product is collected.  The 
glass aggregate is shipped off site to conventional manufacturing operations where the final products 
are produced. 
 
The glass aggregate process has been evaluated on both bench and pilot scales for dredged sediments 
from New York/New Jersey Harbor.  Approximately 17 metric tons of contaminated New York/New 
Jersey Harbor sediment were converted into glass during several demonstration projects conducted at 
a demonstration facility operated by the TDF and monitored by the U.S. Department of Energy’s 
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Brookhaven National Laboratory.  A preliminary design for a full-scale plant has been completed.  
The technology has not been demonstrated for large-scale dredging projects. 
 
During the bench and pilot studies, samples were collected and analyzed.  Analytical results are 
available on glass characteristics, heavy metal immobilization, and organic contaminant destruction.  
The results indicate that the process is effective in destroying organic contaminants, immobilizing 
metals, and producing a quality product. 
 
The process is not currently being used on a commercial scale to treat CDM.  The TDF has signed 
contracts for full-scale plasma systems to treat waste materials other than sediments in several 
foreign countries.  The equipment required for commercial application is unique to the plasma 
process and must be designed and fabricated for the application.  Conventional screening and 
dewatering equipment is used for that portion of the process. 
 
Preliminary information was presented on a plant capable of treating 500,000 cy per year of 
sediment.  This information is discussed in the “Estimated Cost” section. 
 
The TDF has proposed that the glass aggregate produced from dredged sediments can be used as a 
raw material in a variety of manufacturing applications.  As part of the pilot testing conducted, the 
glass aggregate product was used to produce finished paver’s tile utilizing a manufacturing 
technology.  The tile has a potential high market value.  The total market capacity was not quantified. 
 
The process is only one component of the dredged sediment process train required to manage the 
sediment from generation to end-use.  Transportation and storage for raw and processed sediment 
must be designed and implemented on a site-specific basis.  The processing plant requires a 
constructed facility to house the processing equipment and sediment storage with water, fuel, and 
power utilities.  Storage of sediment is required to provide a steady flow of raw material to the plant.  
Wastewater from the dewatering and desalination processes may require treatment prior to discharge.  
Debris from the screening process must be managed and disposed of. 
 
The impact of sediment variability on the technical and economic performance of the process was not 
discussed.  However, the dredged sediment characteristics must be consistent to insure a quality 
product. 
 
With respect to regulatory requirements, a full-scale processing facility would require permits for 
operation including an air permit or waiver.  Permits for discharge of wastewater and disposal of the 
debris from the screening process would be required. 
 
Cost estimates were presented based on a process capacity of 500,000 cy/year generating 139,000 
metric tons/year of glass slag that would be used to manufacture 196,000 metric tons/year of tiles.  A 
capital investment of $80 to $90 million would be required.  The market value for the tiles 
manufactured was assumed to range from $1.25 to $2.00 per square foot.  The tipping fee required 
for the process to break even ranged from $25.00 to $29.00/cy. 
 
Favorable costs for the process require a steady and guaranteed supply of sediment and a stable 
market for the glass aggregate produced over the life of the plant.  Specific factors affecting costs 
were not identified.  It was noted that additional waste materials could be processed if required to 
supplement and level raw material feed to the process. 
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Lightweight Aggregate 
 
The technology is a rotary kiln-based thermal process for the production of an ASTM-grade 
expanded clay lightweight aggregate, which is used worldwide in building material applications.  
Inherent to the high temperature process is the ability to decontaminate dredged sediments 
effectively.  Organic contaminants are thermally destroyed with destruction efficiencies greater than 
99 percent.  Heavy metals are immobilized in the aggregate thus limiting their mobility and meeting 
TCLP regulatory criteria. 
 
In operation, the dredged sediment is screened to remove large stones and debris, and then dewatered 
using mechanical and thermal processes.  The dewatered sediment is then processed in a combined 
grinding and thermal drying process to achieve a uniform consistency.  The material is mixed with 
water and extruded into pellets approximately 0.5 inches in diameter by one inch long.  The pellets 
are then fed into a kiln for firing at a temperature in excess of 2,100° F, where they expand to about 
1.3 times their original size.  The expanded clay aggregate is then cooled and stockpiled.  Off-gas 
from the kiln is cooled with the heat recovered, recycled, and used elsewhere in the process, and 
passed through a final cleanup process prior to discharge.  Residue from screening is landfilled. 
 
The lightweight aggregate technology has been evaluated on a bench scale for sediments from 
various sites on both the East and West coasts.  The TDF is currently developing dredged sediment 
projects ranging from 500,000 to 3,000,000 cy/year.  The specific projects were not identified, and 
none is yet in full operation. 
 
No analytical testing results were presented for the lightweight aggregate product.  Test results are 
reportedly available on ASTM-procedure testing conducted on samples of the product and TCLP 
testing conducted to determine metals mobility. 
 
The process is not currently being applied to dredged sediments on a commercial scale; however, 
several full-scale projects are under development.  The equipment required for commercial 
application is available.  Much of the equipment used in the process is identical to, or similar to, that 
used in the commercial aggregate manufacturing industry.  The mixing and pelletizing equipment is 
commercially available.  Equipment required for off-gas treatment is routinely used in other 
industries and is readily available.  The TDF has teamed with vendors in the mining industry willing 
to provide engineering, design, construction, and pyroprocessing equipment.  Project specific pilot 
testing is required to obtain operational data and parameters for scale up to commercial production.  
This testing can be completed in about two months using about 10 cubic yards of material. 
 
Specific information on a system capable of processing greater than 35,000 cy/month was not 
presented.  Marketability of the product should be good if required product quality can be 
continuously met.  The TDF has estimated the national market for lightweight aggregate at 
approximately 17 million tons per year with only 10 million tons per year currently being produced 
or imported. 
 
The product has been tested and shown comparable to, or better than, existing commercially 
available expanded clay, shale, or slate lightweight aggregate.  Potential applications identified 
include:  geotechnical fill; ready-mix or structural concrete; masonry blocks; specialty concrete 
products; horticulture; and road and bridge paving. 
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The manufacturing process is only one component of the dredged sediment process train required to 
manage dredged sediment from generation to end-use.  Transportation and storage facilities for raw 
and processed sediment must be designed and implemented for the specific project.  The processing 
plant requires a constructed site of approximately 15 acres excluding material storage areas.  
Required utilities include water, fuel, and electric power.  Storage of dredged sediment is required to 
provide a steady flow of raw sediment to the plant.  Wastewater from the dewatering process requires 
treatment prior to disposal.  Debris from the screening process requires management and disposal. 
 
The impact of sediment variability on the technical and economic performance of the process was not 
initially discussed.  However, the dredged sediment characteristics must be consistent to insure a 
quality product.  During subsequent discussion, the TDF personnel indicated that high sediment 
variability would result in a product of lesser quality if the input feed material were processed 
without screening or refinement. 
 
With respect to regulatory requirements, a processing plant would require permits for operation, 
including an air permit.  Permits for discharge of the generated wastewater and disposal of the debris 
from the screening process would be required. 
 
No project specific capital or operating costs was presented. 
 
3.4.5.2.1.4  Non-Thermal Extractive/Containment Processes 

 
Flowable Fill 
 
A TDF markets a flowable-fill technology that consists of a non-thermal, mixing process using 
chemical additives to transform dredged sediments into a flowable construction fill product.  During 
the process, contaminants are not destroyed, but their mobility is reduced due to chemical 
stabilization and incorporation in the physical matrix of the product.  Reduction in mobility of two to 
three orders of magnitude is not unusual depending on the contaminant species. 
 
In operation, the dredged sediment is screened to remove large debris and then transferred to a 
blending mixer.  Some dewatering of the sediment may be required prior to processing.  Proprietary 
silicate binders, fine aggregate waste material, and water are added to the mixer and the mixture is 
thoroughly blended.  Once blended, the product is transferred directly to mixer vehicles for 
immediate transport to the place of use.  The product requires immediate use and cannot be stored for 
any extended period.  No off-gas requiring treatment is generated during the process. 
 
The flowable fill technology has been evaluated on both bench and pilot scales (up to 30,000 cy) for 
dredged sediments from two sites in New York.  Fixed and mobile production facilities have been 
developed with maximum daily outputs in excess of 6,000 cy/day.  Production runs of up to 10,000 
tons of dredged sediment have been completed.  Debris up to 16 inches in diameter has been 
successfully passed through the system.  The technology has not been demonstrated for large scale 
dredging projects. 
 
During the demonstrations, analytical testing was conducted but no specific chemical results were 
presented.  Leach testing reportedly indicated a two to three order of magnitude reduction in 
contaminant mobility.  Physical testing indicated strengths of approximately 200 psi after 28 days of 
curing with some degradation of strength noted after two months in a dry environment.  Pilot-scale 
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demonstrations have shown that the product characteristics are more than adequate for use as a 
commercial fill agent.  The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey has approved flowable fill 
product with up to 75-percent dredged sediment content as structural fill. 
 
The flowable fill technology has been used to process contaminated sediments on a commercial scale 
at materials processing rates exceeding 200,000 tons per year for a single urban market.  Dredged 
sediment used in the commercial application was obtained from a confined disposal facility.  A 
majority of the equipment required for commercial application is available since the process uses 
conventional concrete batch plant equipment.  Conventional screening equipment is used to remove 
large debris. 
 
No specific information was presented on a system capable of processing greater than 35,000 
cy/month; however, sufficient operational data have been developed to allow scale up to that level of 
production.  Such a production rate would require a market for the product in sufficient proximity to 
allow real time delivery to the site of use since the product cannot be stored. 
 
The flowable fill product is used as a replacement for compacted fill in construction.  The product is 
delivered on demand in a mixer truck to the construction site.  It is self-leveling and self-compacting, 
thus achieving some economy over traditional solid fill material.  The product must compete with 
other fill materials manufactured using waste such as coal ash and foundry sands. 
 
The flowable fill process provides several components of the dredged sediment process train required 
managing sediment from generation to end-use.  These components include treatment and 
transportation of the product to the final point of use.  Raw sediment transportation and storage must 
be designed and implemented for the specific project.  The processing plant requires a constructed 
site large enough for the concrete-type batch plant and raw sediment storage.  Either a mobile or a 
permanent plant can be set up on the site.  Required utilities include water and power.  Storage of 
dredged sediment is required to provide an immediate source of raw material for the on-demand 
process.  Wastewater from any required dewatering requires treatment prior to discharge.  Debris 
from the screening process must be managed and disposed of. 
 
The impact of sediment variability on the technical and economic performance of the process was not 
discussed.  However, the dredged sediment characteristics must be consistent to insure a quality 
product. 
 
With respect to regulatory requirements, environmental permitting will be required for the flowable 
fill process plant, depending on the jurisdiction governing the production facility and the 
classification of the sediments.  Permits for discharge of any generated wastewater and disposal of 
debris from the screening process would be required. 
 
The capital cost for a processing plant was not presented.  Production and delivery costs are 
estimated to range from $12 to $20/cy.  Required tipping fees range from $5 to $20/cy excluding 
sediment transportation and management costs.  Specific operational factors affecting cost were not 
presented. 
 
Favorable costs for the process require a steady and guaranteed supply of sediment and a market for 
the flowable fill product.  The product value is variable depending on demand, but typically, ranges 
from $10 to $40/cy delivered to the construction site.  The product must be competitively priced with 
similar products available in the area manufactured from other waste materials. 
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Electrochemical Remediation 
 
A TDF under license to the European technology developer markets ElectroChemical Remediation 
Technologies (ECRTS).  There are two principal ECRT technologies:  (1) ElecroChemical 
GeoOxidation (ECGO) which mineralizes organics to their inorganic components, and (2) Induced 
Complexation (IC) which enhances the mobilization of metals to be plated on electrodes.  These 
technologies can be used as an ex situ or as an in situ process.  The technologies are based on 
imposing a direct electrical current through the contaminated material with a superimposed 
alternating energy current using buried electrodes.  The superimposed electrical field creates an 
induced polarization effect in the sediment that, in turn, induces redox reactions that decompose 
organic contaminants through ECGO and provide enhanced mobilization of metals through IC.  
Removal efficiency is contaminant specific, and the treatment process treats clays and silts much 
more rapidly than coarse-grained sands and gravels.  The process does not produce a final marketable 
product, but rather affects a reduction in contaminant concentrations thus allowing:  (1) the sediment 
to be left in place, (2) the sediment disposed as non-hazardous waste, or (3) reuse of the sediment as 
a soil-like product after further processing. 
 
For application of the technology, the sediment is treated in situ or in a confined area.  Electrodes are 
installed either through borings in the material or as “sheet” piles on approximately 10-meter centers.  
Local electrical power is passed through proprietary direct current/alternating current converters and 
then the current is applied to the sediment through electrodes emplaced in the sediment.  Optimum 
remediation is generally achieved in less than six months. 
 
The ECRTs have been used primarily to remediate soils in upland locations.  The IC technology has 
been used on a demonstration scale to remediate 168 cubic yards of mercury-contaminated sediment 
in Scotland.  Additionally, the technology has been evaluated on a bench scale (26.4 gallons) for 
dredged sediments in Germany.  This technology was developed in Europe and has primarily been 
applied to sites in Europe.  No specific information was presented on pilot or full-scale 
demonstration of the technology on dredged sediments. 
 
At the Scotland demonstration project, average total mercury concentrations decreased from 
243 mg/kg to 6 mg/kg after 26 days.  Analytical results from the 14-day bench-scale test conducted 
on dredged sediment from the German site indicated an oxidation of organics resulting in the 
elimination of all color and odor and a marked decrease in metal concentrations.  Reduction in metal 
concentrations ranged from 78 to 94 percent. 
 
The ECRTs are not currently being applied on a commercial scale to treat CDM.  Contaminated soil 
volumes in excess of 150,000 metric tons have been successfully treated in mostly upland 
applications in Europe.  The equipment required for commercial application of the ECRTs is unique 
but not site specific.  System layout must be designed and constructed specifically for each site 
depending on site characteristics.  The equipment used (electrodes, wiring, and generators) is 
relatively small and easily transported from site to site.  Procedures for installation of the electrodes 
vary depending on the physical characteristic of the material being treated.  Specific information on a 
system capable of treating greater than 35,000 cy/month was not presented. 
 
The ECRTs are contaminant treatment processes typically conducted without production of a 
marketable product as a primary goal.  If concentrations of contaminants in dredged sediment can be 
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sufficiently reduced, the treated sediment can be converted to a manufactured soil through addition of 
bulking materials.  Marketability of such a final product was not discussed. 
 
As previously discussed, the ECRTs can be applied either as an ex situ or in situ process.  With 
respect to dredged sediment, the process could be applied to sediment previously dredged and 
managed in a confined disposal facility.  The sediment must be trafficable to allow installation of the 
electrodes and associated wiring.  Siting requirements for the equipment are minimal, with electrical 
power being the only utility required for the process.  Further processing of the sediment to produce a 
marketable manufactured soil would require additional equipment and would involve excavation of 
the sediment and mixing with bulking materials.  The resulting product would have to be packaged or 
transported in bulk to the point of sale or reuse.  The primary waste stream produced from the 
application of the ECRTs consists of electrodes plated with metals.  Metals can be recovered from 
the electrodes in a metallic form, which can be recycled. 
 
The affect of sediment variability on the technical and economic performance of the technology was 
not discussed.  Environmental permitting requirements were not discussed. 
 
Capital costs for the equipment were not presented; however, since the technology is a turnkey 
treatment process, the cost of the equipment is included in the per unit treatment price.  For sediment 
treatment, general preliminary engineering cost estimates for non-specific contaminated materials 
were estimated to range from $130/cy for treatment of 3,000 cy of material to less than $33/cy for 
treatment of greater than 100,000 cy of material.  Specific operational factors affecting cost were 
reported as:  type of contaminant, total physical depth of sediment to be treated, and physical location 
of the site containing the sediment. 
 
Sediment Washing 
 
This technology is a multi-staged sediment washing and organic oxidation process for 
decontaminating dredged sediments and producing a marketable fine-grained soil-like product for 
reuse after the addition of bulking materials.  During the process, organic material is stripped from 
the solid particles.  Removal efficiency is contaminant specific. 
 
In operation, the dredged sediment is screened and then high-pressure water and chemical cleaners 
are used to strip the outer layers of organic material from the sediment particles.  Organic material is 
removed using diffused air flotation.  Organic and inorganic material is stripped from the sediment 
particles using high-pressure water and chemicals in a collision chamber.  Organic material is 
oxidized by means of chemical oxidizer addition and processing in a cavitation unit.  Reductions of 
strongly hydrophobic contaminants have been achieved.  The treated sediment slurry is dewatered 
using a centrifuge and hydrocyclone.  Bulking materials are added and mixed to produce a 
manufactured soil.  Wastewater from the process is recycled into the process and/or treated and 
discharged. 
 
The technology has been evaluated on both bench and pilot scales (up to 10 cy/per hour) for dredged 
sediments from upper Newark Bay.  A full-scale system capable of processing 40 cy/hour (250,000 
cy/year) is being designed and will be constructed starting in 2001.  The full-scale facility will 
process contaminated sediment from dredging sites in New Jersey. 
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During the pilot-scale demonstration, numerous samples were collected for analysis.  Analytical 
results are available on organic contaminant removal, heavy metal removal, air emissions, and 
physical characteristics. 
 
Results from the testing indicated removal of individual polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) up to 78 
percent and individual metals up to 92 percent, respectively, per washing cycle.  Full-scale design 
data was developed including oxidant dosing requirement, process retention time, and quality 
requirements for recycled water. 
 
The technology is not currently being used to treat contaminated sediment on a commercial scale.  
However, plans are in place to have a 250,000-cu-yd/year facility operational by 2002, and increase 
the capacity to 500,000 cy/year by the end of 2002.  Some of the equipment required for commercial 
application of the technology is custom-designed and fabricated.  Commercially available equipment 
is used for material handling and water treatment. 
 
Specific uses and marketability of the treated sediment to be generated from these facilities were not 
identified.  Potential beneficial uses of the treated sediment identified during the presentation are 
discussed in the next section. 
 
A manufactured soil product was produced from the treated sediment.  The treated sediment from the 
process is proposed for use as:  manufactured top soil; manufactured potting soil; construction fill 
aggregate; wetlands restoration; landfill cover; and Brownfields redevelopment. 
 
The treated sediment from the process has the characteristics of a damp, fine-grained soil.  Addition 
of bulking agents, potentially other waste materials, is generally required to produce a marketable 
product. 
 
The technology is only one component of the dredged sediment process train required managing 
sediment from generation to end-use.  Transportation and storage facilities for raw and processed 
sediment must be designed and implemented.  Barge transportation of dredged sediments is planned 
for the treatment plants to be constructed over the next two years.  Site requirements for a 250,000-
cu-yd/year facility were identified as 10 to 15 acres for the treatment facility and associated 
structures, and five to 10 acres for treated sediment storage.  A 27-acre site has been acquired for 
construction of the proposed 500,000-cu-yd/year facility.  Utility requirements include water and 
electrical power.  Transportation infrastructure is required for transporting large volumes of the final 
product to the point of ultimate use.  Debris from the screening process must be transported off site 
for disposal.  Limited air emissions do not typically require off-gas treatment.  Wastewater from the 
process is treated and recycled into the process with only limited discharge. 
 
Physical and chemical characteristics of the dredged sediment identified as affecting technical and 
associated economic performance include particle size distribution, and type and concentration of 
contaminants.  Factors affecting economic performance include volume of sediment to be treated and 
availability of a local market for the manufactured product. 
 
With respect to the environmental regulatory requirements, a processing facility typically requires air 
discharge, wastewater discharge, and recycling permits.  A variety of conventional permits is 
required for site construction depending on facility location. 
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A range of capital and operating costs were presented based on the proposed facility to be 
constructed over the next two years.  Initial capital costs were estimated to range from $5 to $10 
million with an additional $3 to $5 million required to boost the capacity to 500,000 cy/year.  
Operating costs were estimated to range from in excess of $160/cy at 30,000 cy/year, to less than 
$20/cy at a processing capacity of 500,000 cy/year.  Specific elements included in the cost estimates 
were not identified.  Favorable costs for the process require a steady supply of sediment to allow for 
continuous operation of the facility.  Market value for the manufactured soil product and impact on 
operating costs were not presented. 
 
Solidification/Stabilization 
 
The solidification/stabilization technology presented was developed and used to cap an old city 
landfill in Elizabeth, New Jersey, using dredged sediment.  This technology is a non-thermal, mixing 
process using chemical additives to transform dredged sediments into a structural-capping product.  
Contaminants are not destroyed during the process, but their mobility is reduced due to chemical 
stabilization and incorporation in the physical matrix of the product.  Reduction in mobility is 
dependent on the contaminant and the type and amount of chemical additives used. 
 
In operation, the dredged sediment is screened to remove large debris and then transferred to a pug 
mill.  Solidification additives (Portland cement was used for this particular project) are added and 
mixed into the sediment.  The resulting mixture is transported to the work site where it is allowed to 
dry and gain strength because of hydration of the additives.  The material is then spread and 
compacted to provide a smooth, hard surface. 
 
The solidification/stabilization of CDM has been repeatedly demonstrated on all scales.  The 
Elizabeth, New Jersey project was a full-scale commercial operation.  A total of 750,000 cy of 
dredged sediment was processed and used as capping material at the site.  The TDF has initiated 
another capping project in Bayonne, New Jersey, where approximately 4.5 million cy of dredged 
sediment from New York Harbor will be solidified/stabilized using Portland cement and used to 
construct a structural cover over a 38-acre former municipal landfill and a 97-acre industrial site.  No 
analytical results on the raw sediment or final product were presented. 
 
The processing plant incorporates conventional equipment including a pug mill, material storage 
silos, feeder belts, and construction machinery.  Other suitable mixing equipment is also 
commercially available.  This process can be readily on a commercial basis to sites where structural 
fill or structural cover is required and dredged sediment of sufficient quantity is conventionally 
available.  The technology can be easily scaled up by increasing equipment size or by operating 
multiple plants in parallel. 
 
With respect to product marketability, solidified/stabilized dredged sediment can be used as a 
replacement for compacted fill or capping material in construction, typically in the form of land 
recovery.  The material must be finally placed shortly after processing due to the setting reaction that 
occurs due to hydration of the cement.  Use of contaminated sediment in the process often requires 
engineering controls to minimize the potential for leaching of contaminants.  The material must 
compete with other materials and processes primarily on an economic basis. 
 
For the projects presented, the TDF provided a complete process train for movement of the dredged 
sediment from the harbor to the end use.  A dredging contractor dredged the sediment using a 
clamshell dredge and placed in barges.  The barges were transferred to a docking area adjacent to the 
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site where the sediment was off-loaded and transferred to the processing plant.  After processing, the 
material was trucked to the working face of the capping area and deposited.  After curing for a short 
period, the material was spread and compacted. 
 
The processing plant requires a constructed site large enough for the equipment and additive storage.  
Electric power is the only required utility.  The small quantity of water required for equipment 
washing can be trucked and tanked at the site.  No large-scale storage of dredged sediment was 
required for the project presented due to the method of supply and near availability of the sediment.  
The process is also applicable to projects where sediment storage is required to maintain a continuous 
supply of raw sediment.  No wastewater or off-gas stream requiring treatment or disposal is 
generated during the process.  Debris from the gross screening process generally must be transported 
off-site for disposal. 
 
The impact of sediment variability on the technical and economic performance of this process was 
not discussed.  However, the dredged sediment characteristics must be consistent to insure a quality 
product. 
 
With respect to regulatory requirements, the following environmental permitting and approvals are 
typically required for the process:  closure and post-closure approvals (for landfills); remedial 
investigation and remedial action plan approval; erosion control plan; wetlands delineation; permit to 
accept recycled materials; acceptable use determination for dredged sediment; development permit; 
stormwater management plan; and dredging permits. 
 
No itemized capital or operating costs were presented.  The Port Authority of NY/NJ paid $56/cy for 
dredging, transporting, and treating the CDM at the Elizabeth, New Jersey site. 
 
3.4.5.2.1.5  Summary Comparison of Processes and Technologies 

 
A summary of the information presented by the TDFs is presented in Table 7 for comparison 
purposes.  Some of the information is incomplete because it was not presented by the TDFs.  In 
comparing technologies, it should be noted that the technologies vary in their maturity and scale of 
demonstration.  Capital and operation and maintenance (O&M) costs are highly dependent on 
specific site conditions, dredged sediment characteristics, and the marketability of the product 
produced. 
 
3.4.5.2.1.6.  Barriers to Technology Implementation 

 
After the technology presentations were completed, an open discussion led by the technology 
industry representatives and the review panel resulted in the identification of a number of barriers to 
implementation of the innovative technologies.  The barriers identified are briefly discussed below. 
 

(1) The decontamination/treatment technology must be integrated into an overall 
dredged sediment management plan.  A decontamination/treatment process is only 
one component of the total process train required to manage dredged sediment from 
generation to final use of the produced product.  The decontamination/treatment 
process must be well integrated into this process train.  Transportation, storage, and 
conditioning of the sediment both before and after treatment processing are other  
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Table 7.  Comparison of Innovative Decontamination/Treatment Technologies 
 

Technologies  
 

Evaluation 
Factors 

 
Blended 

(Construction-
Grade) Cement 

 
 

Building 
Bricks 

 
 

Glass 
Aggregate 

 
 

Lightweight 
Aggregate 

 
 
 

Flowable Fill 

 
 

Electrochemical 
Remediation 

 
 

Sediment 
Washing 

 
 

Solidification/ 
Stabilization 

Demonstrated 
on sediments 

Sites in New York, 
New Jersey, and 
Michigan 
 

Port of 
Hamburg, 
Germany 

New York 
Harbor 

Various Sites Sites in New 
York 

Port of Hamburg, 
Germany and Union 
Canal, Scotland 

Upper Newark 
Bay 

New Jersey  
New York 

Scale of 
demonstration 

Pilot scale 
 
 (1 ton/day) 

Full scale 
 
(35,000 metric 
tons/yr) 

Pilot scale 
 
(13.4 cy) 

Bench scale Full scale 
 
(200,000 
tons/yr) 

Bench scale 
 
(100 liters); field-
scale (220 cu 
meters) 
 

Bench and 
pilot scale 
 
 (10 cy/hr) 

Full scale 
 
(750,000 cy) 

Effect on 
contaminants 

Organics thermally 
oxidized; metals 
immobilized in 
cement matrix 

Organics 
thermally 
oxidized; metals 
immobilized or 
volatilized 

Organics 
thermally 
oxidized; metals 
immobilized in 
glass 

Organics 
thermally 
oxidized; 
metals 
immobilized in 
aggregate 

Reduced 
mobility due to 
stabilization 
and 
incorporation 
in physical 
matrix 
 

Organics 
decomposed by 
redox reactions; 
metals mobilized to 
electrodes where 
they are deposited 

Organics are 
oxidized; 
metals are 
removed 

Incorporated in 
physical matrix of 
product 

Commercial 
availability 

Process not applied 
to sediments on 
commercial basis; 
equipment 
available 

Process being 
conducted on 
commercial 
basis; 
equipment 
available 

Process not 
applied to 
sediments on 
commercial 
basis; equipment 
unique to 
process 

Process not 
applied to 
sediments on 
commercial 
basis; 
equipment 
available 

Process 
commercially 
available 

Process not applied 
to sediments on 
commercial basis; 
equipment 
configured 
specifically for each 
site 

Process not 
applied to 
sediments on 
commercial 
basis; some of 
the equipment 
is custom 
designed and 
fabricated 
 

Process 
commercially 
available 

Beneficial uses Cement for general 
construction, soil 
stabilization, and 
solidification 

Commercial/ 
Residential 
construction 

Architectural 
tile; glass fiber; 
blasting grit; 
aggregate; glass 
cullet 

Geotechnical 
fill; concrete/ 
Masonry 
aggregate; 
horticulture; 
road paving 

Replacement 
for compacted 
fill  

Manufactured soil 
by addition of 
bulking materials if 
sediment removed 
from site 

Manufactured 
soil by addition 
of bulking 
materials 

Compacted fill; 
capping 
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Table 7 (cont’d).  Comparison of Innovative Decontamination/Treatment Technologies 
 

Technologies  
 

Evaluation 
Factors 

 

 
Blended 

(Construction-
Grade) Cement 

 
 

Building 
Bricks 

 
 

Glass 
Aggregate 

 
 

Lightweight 
Aggregate 

 
 
 

Flowable Fill 

 
 

Electrochemical 
Remediation 

 
 

Sediment 
Washing 

 
 

Solidification/ 
Stabilization 

Siting 
requirements 

Land area for 
melter and material 
storage; water, 
fuel, and power 
utilities 

Land area for 
kiln and 
material 
storage; water, 
fuel, and power 
utilities 

Land area for 
plasma arc 
facility; 
dewatering and 
desalination 
facilities; water, 
fuel, and power 
utilities 
 

15 acres plus 
material 
storage; water, 
fuel, and power 
utilities 

Land area for 
batch plant and 
material 
storage; water 
and power 
utilities 

Process is 
conducted either ex-
situ or in-situ; 
power utilities 

15-25 acres for 
250,000-cy/yr 
facility; water 
and power 
utilities 

Land area for 
mixing 
equipment, 
additive storage; 
power utilities 

Waste streams 
generated  

Debris from 
screening; off-gas 

Debris from 
screening; 
wastewater; off-
gas 

Debris from 
screening; 
wastewater 

Debris from 
screening; 
wastewater; 
off-gas 

Debris from 
screening; 
wastewater 

Limited residues 
(sediment remains 
in place if 
conducted in-situ); 
electrodes with 
deposited metals 
may require 
disposal or 
recycling 

Debris from 
screening; 
limited air 
emissions; 
limited 
wastewater; 
non-hazardous 
sludge from 
water treatment 
system 
 

Debris from 
screening 

Permits 
required 

Air; solid waste Air; 
wastewater; 
solid waste 

Air; wastewater; 
solid waste 

Air; 
wastewater; 
solid waste 

Wastewater; 
solid waste 

None identified Air and 
wastewater 
discharge; 
recycling 
 

Recycling 

Capital costs $100 million for 
500,000 cy/yr 

$25-$80 million 
(brick plant 
only; 300,000-
900,000 metric 
tons/yr of 
sediment) 
 

$80-$90 million 
(500,000 cy/yr 
of sediment) 

Not provided Not provided Not provided $8-$15million 
(500,000 cy/yr 
of sediment) 

Not provided 
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Table 7 (cont’d).  Comparison of Innovative Decontamination/Treatment Technologies 
 

Technologies  
 

Evaluation 
Factors 

 
Blended 

(Construction-
Grade) Cement 

 
 

Building 
Bricks 

 
 

Glass 
Aggregate 

 
 

Lightweight 
Aggregate 

 
 
 

Flowable Fill 

 
 

Electrochemical 
Remediation 

 
 

Sediment 
Washing 

 
 

Solidification/ 
Stabilizaton 

Processing 
costs 

$45-$50/cy $25-$75/ 
metric ton 

Not provided Not provided $12-$20/cy $130/cy for 3,000 
cy to less than 
$33/cy for volumes 
greater than 100,000 
cy 

$160/cy for 
30,000 cy/yr to 
$20/cy for 
500,000 cy/yr 

$56/cy (includes 
sediment 
dredging, 
transporting, and 
treating) 
 

Tipping fee 
required 

$0-$35/cy $20-$60/ 
metric ton 

$25-$29/cy $15-$30/cy $5-$20/cy Included above Included above 
 

Included above 

 
Source: Journal of Dredging Engineer, Western Dredging Association, Volume 3, No. 2, June 2001. 
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required components of the total process and minimize the total cost of dredged 
sediment management. 

 
(2) Funding and dredging contracts are typically negotiated on a short-term basis.  

Federal and state funding for dredging activities is generally appropriated on an 
annual basis; funding may expire at the end of the fiscal year.  As a result, contracts 
are written only for the period of time for which the money is available or may 
require annual appropriation for a longer-term contract.  Without long-term contracts 
and a guarantee of income, it is difficult for TDFs to acquire the capital required to 
construct the decontamination/treatment facilities.  These types of facilities generally 
require a long operating period to amortize the initial investment to allow for 
reasonable unit costs.  In addition, TDFs cannot negotiate long-term contracts with 
chemical, reagent, and material suppliers, which limits their ability to obtain the 
supplies at the lowest possible price. 

 
(3) Competitive procurement processes discourage capital investment and 

cooperative agreements.  Under current competitive procurement methods and 
typical single contractor awards, it is generally not economically feasible for TDFs to 
invest the capital required to construct a processing facility.  There is no guarantee 
that the TDF will be the low bidder on future contract competitions and awards.  The 
TDF must bear the cost of periodic proposal preparation that is passed on to the user 
as an indirect cost.  Competitive procurement and single awards also discourage 
cooperative activities and agreements between TDFs where sharing of proprietary 
information is required since the TDFs may be competitors during future 
procurement actions.  Such cooperation between TDFs may be highly beneficial to 
the agency responsible for dredged sediment management. 

 
(4) Potential delays/work stoppages due to public agencies and/or representatives.  

The potential sensitivity of dredging projects, particularly those involving contam-
inated sediments, can result in the delay or stoppage of facility construction and/or 
operation.  Project delay or stoppage represents a significant economic risk to the 
TDFs. 

 
(5) There is a lack of consistency in or in some cases an absence of, state regulations 

covering the marketing and use of recycled CDM.  Regulations pertaining to 
acceptable levels of contamination in recycled sediment products often vary from 
state to state, making marketing of such products difficult.  In some states, no such 
regulations exist.  This represents a potential risk to TDFs trying to market the 
products since future regulations may result in the products being deemed 
unacceptable for certain, or all, uses. 

 
(6) There is a poor public perception or fear of certain decontamination/treatment 

technologies.  Certain technologies, (i.e., thermal destruction) are poorly received by 
the public.  They do not want such facilities constructed in their “backyard”.  Such 
opposition typically results in a lengthy, costly operating permit negotiation.  In the 
worst case, operating permits are denied. 

 
(7) The intermittent nature and variation in chemical and physical characteristics 

of a typical dredged sediment stream presents a problem with real time 
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application of a decontamination/treatment process.  The dredged sediment 
stream produced by a dredge can be highly variable in flow volume, solids content, 
particle size, and contaminant concentrations.  These variables can significantly affect 
the successful application of a decontamination/treatment technology, resulting in a 
poor quality product. 

 
(8) A market for recycled dredged sediment products must be developed.  Favorable 

costs for application of decontamination/treatment technologies generally require that 
the recycled product produced have a market value.  Such a market must generally be 
developed, which requires effort and time.  In some cases, the product must replace 
other products already in the market place.  In these cases, the product must be shown 
to be superior or less expensive than the existing product. 

 
(9) Product buyers often have a poor perception of recycled product.  Recycled 

products are often deemed inferior to virgin products.  These perceptions must be 
overcome by demonstration or price differential to market the product successfully. 

 
(10) Resistance from labor groups to displacement of traditional products and 

associated jobs.  Introduction of a new product (such as a recycled dredged sediment 
product) into the market place can result in the displacement or replacement of a 
traditional product.  This can result in the loss of jobs or, more typically, a shift in 
jobs.  Labor groups tend to resist such changes that can affect the ability to market the 
new product. 

 
(11) There are potential long-term product liability and legal responsibilities 

associated with a recycled product.  The manufacturer of a recycled product that 
incorporates contaminated material is at risk for long-term product liability and the 
associated legal ramifications.  The real or perceived potential public exposure to 
such contaminants and potential for migration of such contaminants into the 
environment presents a long-term risk of lawsuits and legal responsibility for cleanup 
with associated potentially high costs. 

 
3.4.5.2.1.7  Overcoming the Barriers to Technology Implementation 

 
The discussion on barriers to technology implementation led to a discussion of possible methods, 
activities, and procedural changes, to aid in overcoming or minimizing such barriers.  Those 
identified are briefly discussed below. 
 

(1) Long-term forecasting of dredging requirements and likelihood of funding.  
Information on long-term dredging requirements from the responsible agencies and 
estimates of potential funding levels would aid TDFs in preparing for and acquiring 
funding necessary for technology implementation including design of equipment and 
facilities.  This information should include locations and estimates of volumes and 
contaminant concentrations. 

 
(2) Public funding of centralized dredged sediment storage and management 

facilities.  Most all of the decontamination/treatment technologies require a 
continuous supply of homogeneous dredged sediment that has been screened and 
partially dewatered.  The agencies responsible for dredging can benefit from having a 
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funded public entity operate a long-term centralized sediment storage and 
management facility.  Sediment from various dredging projects in the area could be 
stored and conditioned at the facility.  Space would be available for various TDFs to 
construct processing plants on, or adjacent to, the storage facility. 

 
(3) Use of other waste streams to insure continuous feed stream to process.  Other 

waste materials may be available in the area that can be incorporated in the process to 
minimize the impact of variability in dredge sediment flow to the process. 

 
(4) Processing of other waste stream to augment income.  Substantial tipping fees 

may be generated from the treatment of other waste streams using the processing 
facility.  This could help lower the per-unit cost for processing dredged sediment. 

 
(5) Partnering between TDFs would increase the volume of recycled dredge 

sediment that can be marketed.  The market demand for recycled dredge sediment 
products directly affects the sustainable production rate and the per-unit processing 
costs.  The higher the volume of products sold the more sediment that can be 
processed at a favorable per-unit cost to the responsible agency.  Thus, the optimum 
scenario is to have multiple TDFs producing a variety of products, thus reducing the 
impact of market variability. 

 
(6) Decouple product from the treatment process.  With respect to public perception 

of a product, it is important to de-emphasize the fact that the product is generated 
from the treatment of CDM.  The product should instead be promoted based on its 
quality and cost advantage for a particular market. 

 
(7) Mandate use of recycled dredged sediment products in public projects.  

Mandating the use of recycled products in public projects has been successful in 
creating a market for other waste materials.  Such a mandate for recycled dredged 
sediment products would create and sustain a market for these products.  Many of the 
dredged sediment products can be incorporated as construction materials in 
construction projects. 

 
(8) Provide education on the benefits of using recycled dredged sediment products.  

Education of potential product users and the public is required to overcome the poor 
perception and/or fear of process technology and recycled dredged sediment 
products. 

 
3.4.5.2.1.8  Findings and Conclusions 

 
The focus of the PIANC Specialty Conference was on technologies that are generally applicable to 
contaminated sediments and that have the potential to process large amounts of sediments, that is, 
sediment quantities in excess of 1,000,000 cy.  Essentially all dredged material decontamina-
tion/treatment technologies that are capable of processing this quantity of dredged sediment fall into 
one of two basic categories, thermal destruction technologies and non-thermal technologies that 
separate or stabilize contaminants.  Destruction technologies are generally thermally based.  Non-
thermal processes often provide only slow or minimal destruction of organic contaminants.  
Sediment decontamination technologies that are capable of processing large volumes of dredged 
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material are designed to avoid disposal costs for the treated residue by producing a saleable product 
material. 
 
Thermally based treatment/destruction technologies have the advantage of significant destruction of 
at least the organic contaminants in the dredged material.  Conventional incineration faces significant 
community acceptance issues despite the potential for achieving essentially complete destruction of 
the bulk of the contamination.  There is a potential for greater community acceptance with the 
production of blended cement, lightweight aggregate or glass from the dredged material if 
contaminant migration issues can be resolved.  However, the use of cement kilns raises air emissions 
permit and community acceptance issues similar to those for a conventional incinerator.  The 
production of lightweight aggregate from dredged sediment employs rotary kiln technology for the 
destruction of contaminants and production of the aggregate.  Similar air emission permitting and 
community acceptance issues can arise.  The production of glassy products from dredged material 
employing a plasma torch has been tested on a demonstration scale.  This process has relatively high 
energy and capital costs but produces a clean product.  It is most likely to be used for small volumes 
of highly contaminated dredged material unless the costs can be offset by the value of the product 
produced. 
 
Non-thermal separation and stabilization technologies that have been proposed for contaminated 
sediments include sediment washing and processes that seek to produce fill material in which the 
contaminants are effectively contained.  Soil washing technologies serve to reduce contaminant 
levels by partial removal of fines and organic material containing contaminants.  The net result is a 
reduction of the more soluble contaminants in the sediments by factors ranging from two to 10.  
Reductions in contaminant concentrations of less soluble components, such as PCBs or high 
molecular weight PAHs, are likely to be less than a factor of two.  In many situations, this may be 
insufficient to allow significantly expanded uses of the treated material over the untreated dredged 
material.  The goal of most soil washing technologies is production of a manufactured soil. 
 
Stabilization technologies introduce additives to the dredged material to produce flowable or solid fill 
material.  Contaminant levels are normally unchanged except for dilution due to the additives or the 
mixing with other fill components.  The resulting stabilization, however, is expected to significantly 
reduce the potential for leaching of the contaminants.  A significant barrier to use of the resulting 
material, however, is the lack of regulatory standards for the product.  Fill-product criteria based 
upon total contaminant levels are not likely to significantly expand the potential uses of this material, 
while fill-product criteria based upon leachate tests such as the TCLP may not receive sufficient 
community acceptance. 
 
The treatment of CDM becomes more attractive if alternate management options, such as disposal in 
a less secure (and less expensive) landfill are not available.  Some benefit may be gained from partial 
decontamination, but if there is no potential for expanded use of the dredged material, it is unlikely 
that these processes can compete economically with direct disposal of the dredged material in a 
landfill.  The products of each of the above processes have the potential to offset part of the cost of 
treatment, although introduction of these products in large volumes is likely to have a significant 
negative impact on their value in the marketplace.  The costs of these processes are also likely to be 
high, except when a large-volume dredged sediment stream can be guaranteed to allow the 
economies of scale.  It has been estimated, but not demonstrated, that all processes except the plasma 
torch technology can be applied for between $30 and $70/cy of dredged sediment if amounts greater 
than 100,000 cy/year for between 10 and 20 years can be guaranteed.  The success of the various 
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technologies and the products they produce currently depends upon community and regulatory 
acceptance of their respective operations and the proposed uses for the resulting products. 
 
A number of barriers to technology implementation have been identified.  These include: integration 
of treatment technologies into overall dredged sediment management; conventional short-term, 
competitive procurement processes which hinder capital investment and limit the TDFs ability to 
procure required materials and supplies at the lowest possible price; lack of consistency between or 
total absence of applicable state regulations on acceptable uses of process products; residual levels of 
contaminants in products and process effluent streams; public concern about technologies/processes 
used to treat and manage sediments; intermittent nature and variations in sediment characteristics 
associated with typical dredging projects; required development of market and acceptance of 
products produced from dredged sediments; resistance from labor groups to displacement of 
traditional products and associated jobs; and long-term product liability and legal responsibilities 
associated with products. 
 
Potential methods, activities, and procedural changes which may aid in overcoming or minimizing 
such barriers include: long-term forecasting of dredging requirements and funding availability; public 
funding of centralized dredged sediment storage and management facilities; processing of other 
waste streams in treatment facilities to insure a continuous-feed stream and lower per-unit processing 
costs based on additional tipping fees; partnering between TDFs to increase overall product markets; 
decoupling a product from the treatment process; mandating use of recycled dredged sediment 
products in public projects; and educating the public in the benefits associated with using recycled 
dredged sediment products.  Some of these changes will probably be required to foster and stimulate 
the implementation of these innovative decontamination and treatment technologies.  Regardless of 
the decontamination or treatment technology selected for a navigation project, the economic and 
environmental benefits must be clearly identified and articulated to project sponsors, the public and 
other stakeholders.  (Innovative Dredge Sediment Decontamination and Treatment Technologies, 
Journal of Dredging Engineering, Vol. 3, No. 2, June 2001) 
 
3.4.5.3   Alternative 3:  No-Action Alternative. Under the No-Action Alternative, the status quo 
would be maintained.  The river would not be dredged and would continue to be subjected to 
sedimentation.  Waterborne access would continue to deteriorate. Vessels navigating the Miami 
River engage in a de facto form of dredging of shoals and shallow reaches of the waterway.  Prop-
wash agitation and bottom dragging suspend sediments and enable the channel to retain a depth that 
minimally enables navigation to continue. 
 
Although this alternative fails to meet the planning goals, objectives, and requirements, it evaluation 
is required by Section 1502.14 of the Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing 
the National Environmental Policy Act. 
 
3.4.6 Engineering, Design, and Costs 
 
3.4.6.1  Upland Area Surveys.  Upland area surveys were necessary to determine the elevations for 
real estate analysis and economic analysis, and for disposal area designs and capacities.  Survey and 
mapping was provided by Miami-Dade County. 
 
Survey plats for the interim staging area are attached in Attachment I. 
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3.4.6.2  Hydrographic Surveys.  No additional hydrographic surveys were necessary to evaluate 
the alternatives.  A hydrographic survey was conducted by the Jacksonville District USACE in 1999 
and was used to calculate dredge quantities for the Miami River project. 
 
The 1999 hydrographic survey for the Miami River is attached in Attachment J. 
 
3.4.6.3  Subsurface Investigations.  Subsurface investigations were conducted on the interim 
staging area by the USACE.  These investigations were to explore and characterize the site.  A 
discussion of the investigation results is included in Section 3.4.5.1 – The Base Dredging Plan. 
 
3.4.6.4 Geotechnical Engineering Evaluations and Recommendations 
 
Engineering evaluations are typically made using the results of the field and laboratory work to: 
 

1. Evaluate the suitability of it in situ materials for reuse in dike construction. 
2. Prepare preliminary design and construction recommendations for earthen dikes. 
3. Develop preliminary design and construction recommendations for weir foundations. 

 
No lab testing was performed on this project.  However, the samples are archived in the USACE 
warehouse. 
 
3.4.6.5 Cost Estimates.  Cost estimates have been made using the design conditions for proper 
evaluation of all reasonable alternatives to obtain a selected plan for recommendation.   The 
estimated cost for the recommended plan is $71.7 million. 
 
3.4.6.6 Additional Considerations.  Specific concerns have been voiced regarding odor of dredged 
material, bird activity, noise, and traffic.  At the request of the local sponsor, the interim staging area 
cannot be utilized for conventional diking with open-air drying.  Therefore, any plan that utilizes this 
interim upland staging area must confine the material (e.g., geotubes, etc.).  However, conventional 
diking and open-air drying can be used in the Miami River dredging project if the contractor provides 
another upland site and all approvals are received. 
 
3.4.6.6.1  Odor Control.  There is no evidence, either anecdotal or from the sediment sampling and 
analyses, that indicates the Miami River dredge spoil will present objectionable odors.   
Communication with representatives responsible for permitting small private dredging projects on 
the Miami River indicate odor has not been a problem or resulted in complaints from the public. 
 
However, in the unlikely event that malodors are present, such odors would be managed in 
accordance with the following USACE references, and the most likely countermeasure would 
probably be a peppermint spray misting system, similar to the one used at the Central Wastewater 
Treatment plant located on Virginia Key. 
 
3.4.6.6.2  Birds.  Concern has been raised over the issue of birds being attracted to dredged material 
at the interim upland staging area and the potential problems with aircraft operations at nearby Miami 
International Airport. 
 
It is unlikely that birds would be attracted to dredged material as a source of food.  Because 
sediments in Miami River are in an environment devoid of oxygen and salinity is highly variable, 
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benthic organisms are sparse.  There is little reason to suspect that there are sufficient amounts of 
invertebrates present to attract significant numbers of birds. 
 
According to local officials who regulate small private dredging projects on the Miami River, birds 
are not attracted to dredged sediments. 
 
3.4.6.6.3  Noise Environment.  A noise environment characterization was attempted on March 20-
22, 2001 using a Quest M-39 Logging Noise Analyzer.  The instrument was in the backyard of the 
house at 3586 NW 35th Street, the residence nearest the proposed dredge-processing site.  Readings 
were taken for approximately 10.25 hours on March 20, from 0730-1814, and for approximately 
25 hours on March 21-22, from 0610-0742. 
 
Because average wind speed exceeded 12 miles per hour during the entire period of survey, the 
results and analysis are presented in the form of a preliminary noise reconnaissance, not a definitive 
noise study. 
 
The site selected for the noise level recordings is located approximately 180 feet east of NW 37th 
Avenue, in a mixed residential/commercial/light industrial area that could be characterized as 
relatively noisy.  Flights into and out of Miami International Airport occur just south of the site, 
major thoroughfares carrying large volumes of traffic are located nearby, and various scrap metal, 
recycling, and cargo-handling enterprises are located in the vicinity. 
 
Measurements taken during March 20 indicate average background A-weighted hourly equivalents 
(Laeq1h) of 66.8 dBA.  The maximum level recorded was 85.8 dBA.  Measurements taken during 
March 21-22 indicate an average noise level of 64.5 dBA, a maximum of 102 dBA, and a LDN of 
70.1 dBA. 
 
Sound levels within the range of 60-66 dBA are on the order of those encountered in a business 
office during working hours.  As a basis of comparison, a noise impact of 66 dBA resulting from a 
highway improvement project would require the consideration of noise abatement measures. 

 
A sound level of 85 dBA is a level roughly equivalent to standing beside a street with average traffic. 

 
A reading of 102 dBA is on the order of a rock concert or a pneumatic chipper.  It is likely that this 
level was recorded when a jet aircraft passed directly overhead. 

 
The 70.1 dBA LDN is obtained by adding a 10-dBA penalty (per convention) to the average noise 
level during the period 10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a.m.  The actual noise level during that survey period was 
about 60.1 dBA. 

 
Both the river where the dredging will take place and the staging area site are located within 
extensive industrial/heavy commercial areas.  Additionally, the Miami International Airport is 
located within 0.5 mile from the north end of the proposed project and less than 5 miles from the 
farthest point of the project, at the mouth of the river.  Aircraft departing and arriving Miami 
International, river vessel traffic signaling to bridges to open and close, high level industrial activity 
along most of both river banks, high volumes of truck and other vehicular traffic along most of both 
river banks, and a train track paralleling the north river bank in the northern portion of the proposed 
project, as well as other noise sources, all contribute to a high level of ambient noise in the project 
area. 
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It is unlikely that any engine noise generated by the dredges and associated watercraft would create 
noise levels that significantly exceed those levels produced by recreational, commercial, and industrial 
activities that currently take place along the Miami River.  The temporary nature of the construction 
and the attenuation of noise by distances from residential centers are expected to minimize adverse 
impacts of the project. 

 
3.4.6.6.4   Traffic.  Traffic counts provided by the Miami-Dade County’s Capital Improvements/ 
Construction Coordination Section indicate average daily volumes (total, both directions) of 24,173 
vehicles per day (vpd) on NW North River Drive at NW 37th Avenue and 3,104 vpd on NW 37th 
Avenue. 
 
Peak hour for both roadways occurred from 0700-0800, when approximately 977 vehicles 
(8.3 percent) were counted on NW River Drive and 155 (11 percent) vehicles were counted on 
NW 37th.  Higher counts were also noted on both roadways during the hours 1100-1200 and 1600-
1700.  Traffic on NW North River numbered 672 vehicles (5.7 percent) and 860 vehicles 
(7.3 percent), respectively.  Traffic on NW 37th numbered approximately 135 vehicles (9.5 percent) 
for both hours. 
 
Except for its terminal at NW 36th Street and NW North River, there are no traffic controls present on 
NW 37th Avenue, and level of service is good. 
 
Concerns have been expressed by citizens and city and county officials over the additional traffic on 
streets and highways near the project site generated by the handling of the large amount of sediments 
to be dredged from the Miami River.  However, because the nature of the sediment handling 
operation is determined by the contractor, the implications of the operation on vehicular traffic 
cannot be determined in this document.  The Contractor will be required to be responsive to 
complaints about traffic problems created by his activities.  Should this become a problem, the 
Contractor will be required to alter numbers of vehicles, sizes of vehicles, and/or times of vehicles on 
the road to meet the needs of the public, particularly during rush hours. 
 
3.5 SELECTED PLAN 
 
The selected plan has not been chosen.  The USACE intends to issue a RFP.  The RFP that provides 
the government the “best value” will be chosen at a future date. 
 
4.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
4.1 WORKING SESSIONS 
 
Working sessions with those having a partnership interest were planned to coordinate proposed 
actions and discuss sponsor assurance issues as well as study status. 
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4.1.1 First Session 
 
The first study session was held 31 May 2000 at Morgan, Lewis, & Bochius, LLP, 200 S. Biscayne 
Boulevard, Miami, Florida for discussing disposal area alternatives receiving public comments.  This 
session was concurrent with the MRC-Dredging Working Group meeting. 
 
4.1.2 Subsequent Sessions 
 
Subsequent sessions continue in the form of public meetings that track the dredging status, including 
the DMMP/EIS.  These sessions are monthly meetings of the MRC-Dredging Working Group. 
 
4.2 PERIODIC COLLABORATION 
 
Periodic collaboration with public interests to establish a partnership in the study process was 
initiated during the first working session.  Periodic collaboration has occurred with the study status 
being conveyed to the Miami River Commission Dredging Subcommittee on a frequent basis.  A 
chronology of periodic collaboration regarding the Miami River dredging project is included in 
Attachment C.  This is a collection of meeting minutes of the dredging subcommittee. 
 
4.3 PUBLIC COORDINATION OF THE DRAFT REPORT 
 
Public coordination of the draft document was initiated in March 2002.  Comments received during 
the public coordination period are included as Attachment K. 
 
5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES 
 
5.1 NEPA DOCUMENTATION 
 
The Environmental Impact Statement for this DMMP is included as Attachment D. 
 
5.2 ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
 
An economic assessment is required to determine the feasibility of continuing the maintenance 
dredging of the overall project.  The gathering, analysis and interpretation of data used in this 
analysis are based on the Miami River Economic Study 2000, prepared by J. Kenneth Lipner, Ph.D., 
on behalf of the Miami River Commission.  It resulted from surveys of businesses along the river 
conducted in cooperation with the Beacon Council and City of Miami with a response rate of about 
50 percent.  Also acknowledged is the help and participation of the Miami River Marine Group.  
Excerpts from the report’s executive summary posted on the Miami River Commission’s web site are 
as follows: 
 

• Most of Florida’s maritime trade with 29 nations and territories in the Caribbean Basin goes 
through the Miami River.  With an estimated $4 billion in cargo – more than double 1991 
levels – the Miami River vies with the Port of Tampa as the equivalent of Florida’s fourth 
largest port in dollar value. 

 
• The Miami River provides nearly 20 percent of the nation’s $22.1 billion in trade with the 

Caribbean Basin. 
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• The Miami River’s properties are assessed at $1.3 billion, paying nearly $20 million in taxes 

a year for city and county services. 
 

• Marine-related river businesses responding to the survey reported $216 million in revenues. 
 

• The Miami River serves nearly 100 ports of call in the region, up from 62 in 1991. 
 

• Jobs have tripled in the last 10 years among reporting marine-related industries – from 400 to 
1,200.  This is a $35 million payroll, averaging $30,000 per job. 

 
• The Caribbean Basin Trade Initiative passed in 1999 is expected to increase trade 

dramatically. 
 

• The Miami River stands to gain because it is the only nearby American shallow-draft port 
that can serve these smaller nations as free markets develop. 

 
• Hotels on the Miami River served more than 496,000 overnight visitors last year.  With a 

three-day average stay, those stays generated $100 million a year. 
 

• The new $70 million river dredging project – the river’s first in 70 years – will restore the 
channel to its allotted depth, reduce pollutants, and prepare the Miami River corridor for 
growing trade demand. 

 
Table 8 is a summary of businesses and employers along the Miami River.  The table includes a 
break down by industry of the number of employees, payroll amounts, and revenues. 
 

Table 8.  Businesses and Employers along the Miami River 
 

Industry FT Employees Payroll Revenues 
Commercial shipping 577 $15.9 million $92.0 million
Commercial marine sales/service 367 $8.8 million $10.7 million
Commercial fishing 36 $1.9 million $2.2 million
Recreational marine 216 $6.6 million $35.1 million
Entertainment/Hospitality 748 $12.5 million $68.7 million
TOTAL 1,941 $66.8 million $285.8 million

 
       Source:  Dr. Kenneth Lipner, Miami River Commission, 2001. 
 
 
Table 9 is a summary of significant Miami River trading partners. 
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Table 9.  Significant Miami River Trading Partners 
Export Trade from United States 1995-1999 

 
 

Country 
 

1999 Exports 
1995 

Exports 
 

Dollar Change 
Percent 
Change 

Dominican Republic $4.1 billion $3.0 billion $1.1 billion +57%
Costa Rica $2.4 billion $1.7 billion $645 million +37%
Honduras $2.4 billion $1.3 billion $1.1 billion +83%
Guatemala $1.8 billion $1.7 billion $166 million +10%
Panama $1.7 billion $1.4 billion $352 million +25%
Bahamas $842 million $661 million $181 million +33%
Haiti $614 million $550 million $64 million +10%

 
       Source:  U.S. Commerce Department.  Represents total trade with United States. 
 
Additional, detailed economic analysis will be provided upon acceptance and release of the final 
Miami River Economic Study 2000, by the MRC. 
 
5.2.1 Current Cargo Movements 
 
Table 10 presents amplifying information on recent cargo movements in the Miami River.  As shown 
in Table 10, Corps of Engineers records for calendar year 1999 (January-December 1999) indicate a 
total of 344,000 short tons of cargo were handled.  Petroleum and petroleum products comprised 
approximately 10.5 percent of all cargo traffic.  Gasoline and jet fuel represented a combined total of 
5.3 percent of all petroleum products recorded in FY 1999.  Residual fuel oil was the primary 
petroleum product, accounting for 74.5 percent of total petroleum product.  Chemicals and related 
products comprised approximately 4.7 percent of all cargo traffic.  Perfumes, cleansers, and plastics 
constituted a significant portion of this cargo.  Inedible crude materials, excluding fuel, accounted for 
approximately 3.8 percent of all tonnage and consisted mainly of lumber products, soil, and rock 
material.  Primary manufactured goods (consisting largely of paper, lime, cement, and glass) 
represented approximately 11.3 percent of all tonnage, and food and farm products (consisting 
largely of agricultural products) accounted for roughly 38 percent.  Manufactured equipment, 
machinery, and products (with textile products forming a significant portion) comprised 
approximately 28.2 percent of all cargo traffic, and unknown or unclassified products accounted for 
the remaining 3.2 percent of cargo. 
 
Data for the five-year period from 1995-1999 are presented in Table 11 for the following commodity 
groups: coal; petroleum and petroleum products; chemicals and related products; crude materials, 
inedible (except fuels); primary manufactured goods; food and farm products; manufactured 
equipment, machinery, and products; and unknown or not elsewhere classified products. 
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Table 10.  Miami River Waterborne Commerce for Calendar Year 1999 
 

 
Cargo 

Thousand Short 
Tons 

Percentage of Total 
Cargo 

Coal 0 0.00% 
Petroleum/Petroleum Products 36 10.47% 
Chemicals and Related Products 16 4.65% 
Crude Materials, Inedible (Except Fuels) 13 3.78% 
Primary Manufactured Goods 39 11.34% 
Food and Farm Products 132 38.37% 
Manufactured Equipment, Machinery and Products 97 28.20% 
Unknown or Not Elsewhere Classified 11 3.20% 
Total 344 100.00% 

 
Source: Waterborne Commerce of the United States, Part 1-Waterways and Harbors     

Resource, Calendar Year 1999. 
 
 

Table 11.  Miami River Waterborne Commerce 1995-1999 
(Thousand Short Tons) 

 
 
 

Calendar 
Year 

 
 
 

Coal 

 
Petroleum/ 
Petroleum  
Products 

 
 

Chemicals 
and Related 

Crude 
Materials 
(Except 

Fuel) 

Primary 
Manufac-

tured 
Goods 

 
Food and 

Farm 
Products 

 
Equipment, 
Machinery 

and Products 

Unknown/ 
Not 

Elsewhere 
Classified 

1995 2 222 62 44 97 188 255 13 
1996 0 17 38 27 118 166 213 13 
1997 1 11 43 54 118 178 306 12 
1998 0 13 30 33 64 175 175 16 
1999 0 36 16 13 39 132 97 11 
Cpd 
Annual 
Growth Rt 
1995-1999 

-100% -30.50% -23.73% -21.64% -16.66% -6.83% -17.58% -3.29% 

 
Source: Waterborne Commerce of the United States, Part 1- Waterways and Harbors Atlantic Coast, 

Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, Institute for Water Resource, Calendar Years 
1995-1999. 

 
As shown in Table 10, food and farm products, manufactured equipment, machinery, and products, 
and primary manufactured goods accounted for approximately 78 percent of river cargo traffic in FY 
1999.  As such, the trends for these commodity groups are important in determining future needs for 
the river.  Food and farm products, which represent approximately 38.4 percent of all cargo 
movements, experienced an annual growth rate of approximately –6.8 percent.  Manufactured 
equipment, machinery, and parts, representing 28.2 percent of all cargo movements, exhibited an 
annual growth rate of –17.6 percent.  Primary manufactured goods experienced an annual growth rate 
of approximately –16.7 percent.  In summary, growth rate analyses reveal overall negative growth in 
commodity movements in the Miami River. 
 
The drafts of vessels calling at the Miami River in calendar year 1999 are presented in Table 12.   
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Table 12.  Trip and Draft of Vessels for Calendar Year 1999 

 
 

Draft 
(ft) 

Foreign 
Total 

Inbound 

Foreign 
Total 

Outbound 

Domestic 
Total 

Inbound 

Domestic 
Total 

Outbound 
18 18 20  
15 0 1  
14 3 4  
13 227 4287  
12 96 151  
11 94 96  
10 114 85  
9 56 51 2 2 
8 40 9 499 424 
7 44 30 434 508 
6 194 189 1 1 

Total 886 923 936 935 
 

Source: Waterborne Commerce of the United States, Part 1- Waterways and 
Harbors Atlantic Coast, Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, 
Institute for Water Resource, Calendar Year 1999. 
 

5.2.2 Without Project Conditions 
 
Without the project, contaminated sediments would continue to be discharged into Biscayne Bay, an 
Outstanding Florida Water, an aquatic preserve, a National Park (at the southern reach), and a 
significant environmental resource.  This DMMP documents the toxicity of the sediments, and the 
EIS and its accompanying Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report document adverse effects of 
Miami River sediments on the Biscayne Bay ecosystem. 
 
It appears reasonable to conclude that the State of Florida and the Federal Government would not 
allow the unabated discharge of contaminated sediments from the Miami River to continue to 
degrade Biscayne Bay.  If the contaminated sediments are not removed from the river, the closure of 
the Miami River as a port facility may be the only recourse for protecting the integrity of the 
Biscayne Bay ecosystem.  The economic assets documented in this section would be severely 
curtailed. 
 
6.0 MANAGEMENT OPTIONS 
 
6.1 CONSTRAINTS 
 
6.1.1 Financial 
 
Financial constraints are a concern; whether local fundings for securing and preparing an interim 
upland disposal area and/or local cost share for the entire project or whether adequate Federal O&M 
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monies are available to perform the maintenance dredging.  Much of the financing is legislative 
“adds.” 
 
6.1.2 Environmental 
 
Constraints associated with environmental aspects of the Miami River dredging project include 
sediment resuspension during the dredging of the river; traffic, odor and noise associated with the 
interim upland staging area, and final disposal of dredged material.  Short-term environmental 
concerns include successful coordination with USFWS concerning threatened and endangered 
species and WQC from DEP. 
 
6.1.3 Technical 
 
Technical constraints are associated with the actual dredging of the river and maintaining navigation, 
physically moving the material from the dredge to the interim upland staging area, material handling 
at the interim site, and final disposal of the dredged material. 
 
6.1.4 Legislative 
 
Legislative concerns are primarily related to financing the project.  The large capital cost for this 
project requires annual legislative “adds” at the local, state, and Federal levels.   
 
6.1.5 Administrative 
 
The local sponsor, Miami-Dade County, has yet to have its Board of County Commissioners fully 
endorse the project.    The county’s concerns have resulted in the Corps’ decision to issue an RFP in 
order to provide the best value in dredging the Miami River and disposing of the sediments in an 
environmentally acceptable manner.  Future concerns will be incorporated into the plans and 
specifications and will be the responsibility of the selected contractor to address fully and properly. 
 
6.1.6 Real Estate 
 
The local sponsor has worked to identify and secure, through purchase or lease, various land and 
easements to provide the necessary interim staging area.  Federal funds cannot be used to cover these 
costs. 
 
On October 3, 2000, the Board of County Commissioners of Miami-Dade County (the Board) gave 
conditional approval for a former parking lot located between NW 33rd and NW 36th Streets and NW 
35th and NW 37th Avenues to be utilized as the interim staging area for the dredged material 
(Resolution No. R-1031-00).  Figure 4 is the proposed interim staging area located at the parking lot. 
 
In addition to the eight and one half-acre County-owned site located at the parking lot, the County 
has leased a 6,880 sq ft site located in the middle of the south one acre of the Jai-Alai parking lot to 
accomplish the rectangular configuration required by the USACE for the interim staging area. 
 
Since the interim staging area does not have direct access to the river, an interim berthing site to dock 
the barges that will hold the dredged material until it is pumped to the staging area is required.  The 
local sponsor has leased approximate 25,000 sq ft of land plus 430 linear feet of Miami riverfront 
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seawall and bulkhead located at 3700 NW North River Drive, Miami to be used by the USACE for 
dockage and landside operations to implement the Miami River Dredging Project. 
 
The subject property is located in close proximity to the interim staging area.  Additionally, it affords 
adequate dockage space for the barges that will carry the dredged material, and provides direct access 
to arterial roadways, a rail spur, and the proposed interim staging area via an underground culvert. 
 
6.2 SEDIMENT REDUCTION 
 
Sedimentation within the channel areas of Miami River necessitates dredging to keep the channel 
open for safe and efficient navigation.  Sediment reduction focuses on reducing the amount of 
sediment settling within the navigation channel.  The sediment reduction strategies can be classified 
into four main types:  Watershed Sediment Reduction Controls, Channel Design Optimization, 
Advanced Maintenance Dredging, and Structural Modification. 
 
6.2.1 Watershed Sediment Reduction Controls 
 
Watershed Sediment Reduction Controls are specific strategies to reduce the amount of sediment 
reaching a waterbody.  Techniques include the implementation of Best Management Practices and 
Total Maximum Daily Loads.  These techniques are designed to reduce the volume of sediment-
laden runoff from agricultural and urban lands, redirecting runoff to collection basins or other 
pervious surfaces where infiltration to the ground water can occur, and protecting and reinforcing 
steep slopes and stream banks. 
 
6.2.2 Channel Design Optimization 
 
Channel Design Optimization involves decreasing the sedimentation rate within the channel by re-
engineering the channel.  Straightening channels, called channel realignment, tends to increase the 
water velocity within the channel.  The higher water velocity entrains a larger percent of material 
suspended in the water column and decreases the amount of material settling out and accumulating in 
the channel.  Channel design optimization strategies are examined during initial project design and as 
part of the routine maintenance procedures.  There are no plans for channel realignment at this time. 
 
6.2.3 Advanced Maintenance Dredging 
 
Advanced Maintenance Dredging has been used as a short-term means of reducing dredging cost and 
frequency by dredging below the desired channel depth.  Sediment settling in the channel will 
eventually fill the channel to the authorized depth, and the time between maintenance and 
demobilization cycles of dredging equipment and reduces the frequency of dredging, which may 
reduce any short-term, localized environmental impacts associated with more frequent dredging.  
Current plans call for dredging for allowable overdepth, which will be a pay quantity to 17 ft.  There 
are no plans to deepen the river beyond existing limestone rock or perform advance maintenance 
dredging. 
 
6.2.4 Structural Modifications 
 
Structural Modifications are physical constructs designed to keep sediment moving through (instead 
of settling in) a channel or berth area or to prevent sediment from entering the channel or berth area.  
Typical structures include flow training dikes and sills, scour jets, gates and curtains, pneumatic 
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barriers, and sedimentation basins.  There are currently no plans for any of these features for the 
Miami River. 
 
6.3 BENEFICIAL USES 
 
Historical beneficial uses were considered in the 1993 report, Alternatives for the Dredging and 
Disposal of Sediment from the Miami Harbor (Miami River) Project, Florida.  Future beneficial uses 
that result from the RFP process have yet to be determined at this time. 
 
6.4 CONFINED DISPOSAL FACILITIES 
 
A confined disposal facility (CDF) involves the construction of dikes or other retention structures 
lined with impermeable material to contain dredged material isolating it from the environment.  
Dredged material can be placed within the CDF through a variety of methods.  Monitoring is 
typically conducted periodically in areas adjacent to the CDF to ensure safe containment of the 
dredged material.  Excess surface water is clarified by ponding, treated to meet applicable effluent 
standards, and released.  Active or passive consolidation techniques may be employed to maximize 
the usable capacity of the CDF.  In the case of Miami River dredged material, the material will be 
processed and dewatered, and then off-loaded and transported to an approved landfill for final 
disposal. 
 
At the request of the local sponsor, the interim staging area cannot be utilized for conventional diking 
with open-air drying.  Therefore, any plan that utilizes this interim upland staging area must confine 
the material (e.g., geotubes, etc.).  However, conventional diking and open-air drying can be used in 
the Miami River dredging project if the contractor provides another upland site. 
 
7.0 FORMULATING THE RECOMMENDED PLAN 
 
It is not established that a single option or alternative site will be able to meet all the dredged material 
management needs of the Miami River.  Uncertainties exist regarding actual dredging needs, the 
future quality of sediment, and the cost effectiveness and efficiency of developing management 
options.  The challenge is how best to combine the various options to meet the short- and long-term 
needs of the Miami River in an economical and environmentally acceptable manner.  The more 
traditional USACE approach of a fixed plan based strictly on proven solutions and lowest cost may 
not fulfill this challenge.  The plan must be flexible enough to respond to change.  Since the 
timeframe agreed to for this DMMP is 20 years, some of the decisions in implementing evolving 
management strategies can be programmed for the future. 
 
A number of different factors must be taken into account when combining the various options into a 
comprehensive plan.  These factors provide the rationale for developing the recommended plan for 
the DMMP: 
 

• Environmental Protection/Enhancement 
• Availability 
• Reliability 
• Flexibility 
• Capacity and Project Life 
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• Economic Benefits and Costs 
 
Environmental Protection/Enhancement:  The primary concern related to dredged material 
management stems from the potential environmental effects that may be caused by the dredging and 
handling of material to be dredged.  Accordingly, the protection and, when possible, the 
enhancement of the environment is the primary consideration in developing the DMMP. 
 
To assess fully the potential impacts of each of the options that have been under consideration for the 
DMMP, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared (Attachment D).  It evaluates, 
to the extent that is possible given currently available data, the potential beneficial and adverse 
environmental, cultural, and social impacts of the options that may comprise the recommended 
action. 
 
Availability:  This factor addresses the time required to implement the various options used in the 
development of the DMMP.  Implementing options that need long planning, engineering, and 
construction time are less favorable than options that can be implemented relatively quickly. 
 
Reliability:  An important consideration in the development and implementation of the DMMP is the 
reliability of the options.  Investments in development, both public and private are generally based on 
long-term forecasts of cost levels and stability.  Therefore, for a DMMP to be successful from a 
business perspective, it must be sufficiently reliable to allow for timely and cost effective 
maintenance as needed. 
 
In addition to other factors described in this section such as cost and capacity, reliability also relates 
to other, intrinsic, factors.  For example, reliability also is dependent upon the ability of the region to 
forecast and actively address future potential dredged material management needs so that they can be 
met before crisis conditions are encountered.  The management process by which future needs are 
identified and decisions made to accommodate them in a timely manner are fundamental to the 
successful implementation of the DMMP. 
 
Some options or methods of managing dredged material have been in existence in the region for 
several decades while others are at preliminary stages of investigation.  While the DMMP may 
consider and even recommend options with little proven reliability, it must also address the risk, 
uncertainty, and potential contingencies of such options in the event they are not implemented as 
fully as anticipated. 
 
Flexibility:  Similar to availability and reliability, flexibility is a factor desirable in the development 
of the DMMP.  For purposes of this comparison, it is the ability to change readily from one option to 
another, as needed.  Implementation of some options can be varied, as needed, during their operation 
to expand to accept more or less material.  Other options require considerable capital investment 
during their construction and consequently require a known, typically large, volume of material to be 
placed or processed at the site to be economically feasible. 
 
Capacity and Project Life:  Options that can manage substantial volumes of the anticipated future 
dredging needs for as long as possible are preferable to short period or otherwise limited needs.  
Under-projecting the yearly dredging need has caused substantial disruptions in the ability to 
maintain and expand port facilities in other areas of the county.  According to EC 1165-2-200, a 
dredged material management plan should allow for unimpeded maintenance of a channel for at least 
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20 years while the maximum planing horizon for channel deepening studies is 50 years (EP 1165-2-
1).  As no channel deepening studies/projects are currently underway for the Miami River, the 20-
year project life is preferable. 
 
Economic Benefits and Cost:  Economic benefits and costs are a major consideration in the long-term 
maintenance and viability of the Miami River.  Historically, the cost of nearshore or ocean disposal 
of dredged material (the predominant management method used in this region prior to the 
implementation of the revised Green Book testing protocols) was negligible.  There has been no 
Federal dredging of the Miami River since 1934.  Current dredging costs directly related to Miami 
River are estimated at approximately $71.7 million.  Several factors must be considered in the 
economic evaluation.  First, the costs developed for the different plans considered have been for the 
cost of disposal because dredging and transport costs are different for each project.  For purposes of 
cost sharing, however, the entire dredging, transport and disposal costs of different options must be 
evaluated.  Another consideration that must be factored into this evaluation is changing benefits. 
 
It has been 70 years since the construction of the Miami River Federal Project, with no maintenance 
dredging having been performed in the interim.  If it is assumed that the project life is an additional 
50 years, the annualized cost of the proposed project is approximately $1.4 million per year.  This 
compares favorably with costs for other ports along the Atlantic coast of Florida that receive annual 
maintenance.  Annual costs for those ports range generally from $1.5 million to $3.5 million. 
 
7.1 FORMULATION OF THE DMMP 
 
This DMMP is the result of a multi-year, multi-disciplinary effort.  It is currently a working draft, 
which must be reviewed by the stakeholders, local, state, and Federal agencies.  A working draft of 
the EIS is also to be reviewed and coordinated with those cooperative agencies under NEPA. 
 
Input is necessary from the USACE and local sponsor to evaluate the alternatives and reach a 
consensus on those actions that should be part of the plan.  This can be accomplished by assigning a 
preference to each alternative based on its potential to beneficially use dredged material, or safely 
contain it.  The following rankings are typically used to indicate the preference of each option when 
formulating the DMMP: 
 
Preferred Option:  Options that beneficially use dredged material, often with a positive impact on the 
estuary. 
 
Fall-Back Option:  Options that can safely manage material and not pose an unacceptable risk to the 
estuary when properly sited and utilized. 
 
Uncertain Option:  Options that require more analysis regarding technical or economic feasibility but 
warrant continued consideration because of their potential to use dredged material beneficially. 
 
Least Preferred Option:  Options that have either low potential for beneficial use and/or a potential 
for unacceptable risk to the estuary. 
 
Non-Preferred Option:  Options that have potentially unacceptable impacts or are 
technically/economically infeasible. 
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Using these preference levels as the primary selection criteria, the recommended DMMP was 
developed.  In addition to the DMMP, three other alternative plans were developed for evaluation.  
These alternative plans are the No-Action Alternative, the Environmentally Preferred Plan, and the 
Base Plan.  The following paragraphs briefly describe the key elements of each of these plans. 
 
7.2 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 
This scenario is not a comprehensive management plan for dredged material and is not regionally 
supported.  However, analysis of this scenario is procedurally required under NEPA and is useful for 
comparison purposes.  Without a comprehensive and regionally supported DMMP, dredging and 
disposal would continue on a project-by-project basis, so long as funding and privately developed 
placement options allow.  This type of approach does not take advantage of the economies-of-scale 
or the reliability inherent in any other alternative; hence, the overall cost would likely be high.  This 
project-by-project approach would also increase concerns by Miami River businesses about the long-
term reliability of maintaining their channels and berths.  Concerns such as these are likely to deter 
investment in the region, adversely affecting the expected increase that is currently projected for 
Miami River’s commerce.  This in turn would reduce the dredging required to maintain commerce 
and for navigational safety, further reducing the reliability and economic viability for Miami River 
users.  Eventually businesses would likely move out of the region, with a negative long-term effect 
on the economy. 
 
Without the project, contaminated sediments would continue to be discharged into Biscayne Bay, an 
Outstanding Florida Water, an aquatic preserve, a National Park (at the southern reach), and a 
significant environmental resource.  This DMMP documents the toxicity of the sediments, and the 
EIS and its accompanying Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report document adverse effects of 
the Miami River sediments on the Biscayne Bay ecosystem.  It appears reasonable to conclude that 
the State of Florida and the Federal Government would not allow the unabated discharge of 
contaminated sediments from the Miami River to continue to degrade Biscayne Bay.  If the 
contaminated sediments are not removed from the river, the closure of the Miami River as a port 
facility may be the only recourse for protecting the integrity of the Biscayne Bay ecosystem. 
 
7.3 ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED PLAN 
 
For the Miami River DMMP, the environmentally preferred plan is for the USACE Jacksonville 
District to issue an RFP for dredging and disposal of sediments from the Miami River in an 
environmentally accepted manner, in accordance with county, state, and Federal regulations.  This 
plan, also procedurally required under NEPA, would be based solely on environmental benefits to the 
estuary, without considering cost, proven reliability, or local support.  This plan places primary 
importance upon selecting options that maximize the potential for habitat preservation/restoration 
and other environmentally beneficial uses. 
 
7.4 BASE PLAN 
 
The Base Plan, a requirement for all DMMPs (EC-1165-2-200), identifies the least costly, 
environmentally acceptable plan.  It identifies the base cost for meeting a given objective (in this 
case, managing dredging material to keep the navigation channel in the Miami River open).  The 
reader should note that while USACE regulations require the development of a Base Plan, some of 
the options used in the plan may never the implemented due to the preference of the region to use 
more beneficial or reliable options. 
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The base plan is to dredge the Miami River to the authorized Federal channel dimensions and dispose 
of the dredged material in an environmentally acceptable manner in accordance with county, state, 
and Federal regulations.   
 
The local sponsor would provide an upland interim staging area and interim berthing staging area 
adjacent to the river.  The staging areas are for unloading of dredged material and dewatering or 
drying of material in a confined manner.  Dried material would be hauled to and disposed of at an 
appropriate upland landfill. 
 
Requirements for an interim staging area include: 
 

• 10 acres (approximate) in area 
• Located near river 
• Industrial/commercial land use 
• Locate near transportation 

 
At the request of the local sponsor, the interim site cannot be utilized for conventional diking with 
open-air drying.  Any plan that utilizes the interim staging area must confine or cover the material 
during the drying process.  Open-air drying would not be allowed. 
 
The local sponsor has worked to identify and secure, through purchase or lease, various land and 
easements to provide the necessary interim staging area.  On October 3, 2000, the Board of County 
Commissioners of Miami-Dade County (the Board) gave conditional approval for a former parking 
lot located between NW 33rd and NW 36th Streets and NW 35th and NW 37th Avenues to be utilized 
as the interim staging area for the dredged material (Resolution No. R-1031-00).  Figure 4 is the 
proposed interim staging area located at the parking lot.  In addition to the eight-and-one-half-acre 
County-owned site located at the parking lot, the County has leased a 6,880-square-foot site located 
in the middle of the southern portion of the parking lot to provide for the rectangular configuration of 
the interim staging area. 
 
It is assumed that dredging would be performed using a mechanical dredge with clamshell bucket.  
Material would be placed in open-top barges and transported to the interim staging area. 
 
The barge would be berthed near the interim upland staging area and unloaded using a hydraulic 
unloader, which would pump the slurry in a pipeline through a culvert under NW River Drive to the 
interim site. 
 
Because the interim staging area does not have direct access to the river, it would be necessary to 
secure an interim berthing site to dock the barges that will hold the dredged material until it is 
pumped to the staging area.  The local sponsor has leased approximately 25,000 sq ft of land plus 
430 linear feet of Miami riverfront seawall and bulkhead located at 3700 NW North River Drive for 
use by the USACE for dockage and landside operations to implement the Miami River Dredging 
Project.  This property is located in close proximity to the interim staging area.  Additionally, it 
affords adequate dockage space for the barges that would carry the dredged material and provides 
direct access to arterial roadways, a rail spur, and the proposed interim staging area via an 
underground culvert. 
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The following assumptions were made by the USACE in developing the base plan cost estimate and 
represent the technical approach for the Miami River Dredging Project.  The dredging will be 
accomplished using a 10-CYD clamshell dredge which will load barges and haul the dredged 
material to the upland staging area.  A 12-inch hydraulic unloader will then pumpout the loaded 
barges into the upland staging area.  Return water discharge will be back into the Miami River 
through two weirs installed during the staging area construction.  Existing heavy debris located in the 
river within the dredging limits will be removed prior to commencing the dredging.  The heavy 
debris will be placed in the upland staging area, then hauled to the county landfill during the staging 
area offloading during the subsequent dredging event. 
 
The cost for polymer injection into the discharge line during the hydraulic unloading process to 
increase the settling time of the dredge material fines in the staging area is included. 
 
The dredge material will be pumpout out of the dredge barges into Geotubes.  The Geotubes will 
dewater the material and store it prior to final removal and hauling to the approved Dade County 
Class I landfill. 
 
The dredge material disposal work is based on using Mirafi Brand GT-500 polypropylene geotubes 
to contain the material at the upland staging area.  The use of a polymer flocculent additive to the 
dredge material to increase the dewatering period is also included in the base plan. 
 
The disposal area will be lined with a landfill type impermeable polyliner.  The liner will be replaced 
during each subsequent dredging event following the initial offloading of existing dredge disposal 
material from the prior event.  The dredge soil will be truck hauled to the county lanfill for final 
disposal following the first dredging event.  A tipping fee of $59 per ton for using the county landfill 
is included in the estimate, based on one ton per bank cubic yard of dredged material.  (MCACES 
Gold Edition 9-9-20, Miami River FY-02 Maintenance Dredging and Disposal, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.) 
 
7.5 THE RECOMMENDED PLAN 
 
The recommended plan is for the USACE Jacksonville District to issue a RFP for dredging and 
disposal of sediments from the Miami River in an environmentally accepted manner, in accordance 
with county, state, and Federal regulations. 
 
8.0 IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDED PLAN 
 
8.1 IMMEDIATE NEEDS 
 

• Submit draft DMMP/EIS 
• Complete coordination with USFWS on CAR 
• Receive comments on draft DMMP/EIS 
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8.2 MID-TERM NEEDS 
 

• Complete and submit final DMMP/EIS 
• Sign PCA with Miami-Dade County 
• Prepare plans and specs. 

 
8.3 LONG-TERM NEEDS 
 

• Issue RFP for Innovative Technology 
• Select “Best Value” and award contract 
• Dredge Miami River 
• Establish funding source for duration of project 

 
8.4 SCHEDULE 
 

• Final DMMP/EIS     November 2002 
• Sign PCA      February 2003 
• Prepare Plans/Specs    November 2002 
• Issue RFP      February 2003 
• Complete Economic Analysis   April 2003 
• Award Contract     April 2003     
• Commence Construction    July 2003 

 
8.5 COST SHARING 
 

• O&M dredging of Federal Channel   100% Federal 
• Dredging outside Federal Channel   100% Non-Federal 
• Interim upland staging area construction and 

final dredged material disposal-   80% Federal/20% Non-Federal 
Federal Channel 

• Interim upland staging area construction and 
final dredged material disposal-   100% Non-Federal 
Non-Federal Channel 

• Non-Federal      50% State of Florida 
Funding strategy     25% City of Miami 

25% Miami-Dade County 
 
8.6 REAL ESTATE 
 
Real estate is a local sponsor issue.  The local sponsor will acquire all land, rights-of-way, and 
easements necessary to complete the project. 
 
8.7 MONITORING 
 
Turbidity and other water quality monitoring will be required pursuant to FDEP water quality criteria 
where the dredged is working and at the outfall (if necessary) from the interim upland staging area.  
It is not known what additional monitoring may be required as a result of the RFP process. 
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8.8 O&M 
 
As a direct result of approval of the Dredged Material Management Plan for the Miami River, 
USACE is preparing plans and specifications for O&M dredging of the Miami River in fall 2002. 
 
8.9 LOCAL COOPERATION 
 
Items of local cooperation are being addressed through the Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) 
between the USACE Jacksonville District and Miami-Dade County to be executed shortly.  See 
Attachment L. 
 
9.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This DMMP for the Miami River Dredging Project defines and characterizes the materials to be 
dredged from the Miami River.  The river has never been dredged since its construction in the 1930s 
and has become silted to the point that navigation is impeded.  Additionally, the Miami River bottom 
sediments have been determined to contain heavy metal contaminants that are being flushed out to 
Biscayne Bay by tidal actions and storm events.  The USACE Jacksonville District and the local 
sponsor, Miami-Dade County, have proposed to dredge the Miami River to its authorized navigation 
depth, thereby removing the contaminated sediments.  Dredging the Miami River to the authorized 
Federal channel dimensions and disposal of the dredged material in an environmentally acceptable 
manner in accordance with county, state, and Federal regulations is the base plan. 
 
The local sponsor will provide an upland interim staging area and interim berthing staging area 
adjacent to the river.  The staging areas are for unloading of dredged material and dewatering or 
drying of material in a confined manner.  Dried material will be hauled to and disposed of at an 
appropriate upland landfill. 
 
At the request of the local sponsor, the interim site cannot be utilized for conventional diking with 
open-air drying.  Any plan that utilizes the interim staging area must confine or cover the material 
during the drying process.  Open-air drying will not be allowed. 
 
The USACE is proceeding with a maintenance-dredging contract through the RFP process. 
 
The RFP solicitation is being used more effectively to ensure the use of innovative technology for 
disposal of contaminated sediments, reduce impacts to the surrounding community, and capture 
possible cost and time savings. 
 
10.0 GLOSSARY OF TERMS, ACRONYMS, AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 
10.1 GLOSSARY 
 
Ameliorate – to improve. 

 
Appurtenant – auxiliary, accessory 
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Aquatic Life Criteria – standards used to compare the levels of a certain pollutant in its relationship 
with aquatic organisms. 
 
Bioaccumulation – the process by which wastes and toxic chemicals gradually accumulate in living 
tissue. 
 
Bioassay – method by which the strength of a substance is determined by comparing the effects on a 
test organism with that of a standard preparation. 
 
Bioavailable – a form in which a chemical is can be absorbed into the tissues of an organism.  
 
Biochemical Pathways – chemical processes within a living organism.  
 
Biodilution – the process by which a substance is diluted in living tissue. 
 
Biodiversity – abundance and variety of living organisms within an area. 
 
Biomass – the total number of living organism in a particular area. 
 
Biota – the plant and animal life of a region. 
 
Capillary Action – water being elevated into the pores of soils above the free water table.  
 
Carbonate Production – the ability of a soil type to produce elements such as limestone, etc. 
 
Catalytic Converter – a device containing a catalyst for converting automobile exhaust into mostly 
harmless products. 
 
Categorical Exclusion - occurs when a project will not have a significant impact on the environment 
or natural resources. 
 
Type I Categorical Exclusion - occurs when a project does not lead directly to construction, etc. 
 
Programmatic Categorical Exclusion - occurs when a project does not include adding turning 
lanes, roadways, upgrading guardrails, etc.  
 
Clastic Incursions – a brief invasion of fragments of older rock. 
 
Cold Starts - the ignition of an engine after a reasonable time for that engine to cool. 
 
Coliforms –  Bacterial indicators of sewage pollution. 
 
Contiguous – adjacent. 
 
Critical Habitat – specific habitat that is essential for the conservation of a species. 
 
Endangered Species – a species identified and defined in the Federal Registry in accordance with 
the Endangered Species Act of 1976. 
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Environmental Justice - a term used to describe any disproportionately high and adverse affects of 
Federal agency activities and programs on minority and low-income populations within a project 
area. 
 
Evapotranspiration – the total water loss from the soil. 
 
Exacerbate – to irritate or aggravate. 
 
Fauna – animal life. 
 
Flora – plant life. 
 
Flow Rate - the number of items per unit of time. 
 
Flowage Easements - easements acquired for the right to manipulate water levels in a certain area. 
 
Habitat Fragmentation - the splitting of natural ecosystems into smaller, isolated units. 
 
Home Range – the area covered by the normal annual mobility of a wildlife species. 
 
Hydroperiod – the length of time an area is inundated with water. 
 
Indicator Species - a species that indicates any particular property of a site. 
 
Karst Terrains – a region made up of porous limestone containing deep fissures and sinkholes. 
 
Lithologic Units – areas of rock formations. 
 
Lithology – the scientific study of rocks 
 
Lithostratigraphy – rocky areas beneath the soil surface. 
 
Methylation – to mix with methanol. 
 
Milling – removal of an asphalt layer on a road surface by means of mechanical cutters. 
 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard - standard air pollutant levels set forth by the  
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) under the Clean Air Act. 
 
Nonattainment - describes an area where air pollution levels persistently exceed the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 
 
Oolitic – composed of calcium carbonate. 
 
Overtopping – when floodwaters rise above the top of a structure. 
 
PAHs – Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons are often by products of petroleum processing or 
combustion.  Some of these water insoluble compounds are highly carcinogenic at relatively low 
levels. 
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Porosity – the amount of pore space. 
 
Prime and Unique Farmlands - land that has the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing crops and/or specific high-value food (Farmland Protection Policy Act 
of 1991). 
 
Passive Water Treatment Mechanism - a method of surface water treatment by collecting run-off 
in retention ponds or swale ditches. 
Physiographic – describes the features and phenomena of nature. 
 
Reid Vapor Pressure - a type of vapor pressure for petroleum fractions and their blends. 
 
Semivolatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs) – a hydrocarbon that partially vaporizes when exposed 
to air such as DDT and chlordane. 
 
Sequences - layers of deposit beneath the soil surface. 
 
Sensitive Receptors - specific areas within a project area that can be directly affected by project 
activities such as noise levels and air contaminants. 
 
Spatially Variable – not the same in all areas. 
 
Specific Conductance – a measure of the electrical conductivity of dissolved ions in the water. 
 
Spoil Area – an area where dredged or excavated soil or rock material is deposited. 
 
Threatened Species – a species identified and defined in the Federal Registry in accordance with the 
Endangered Species Act of 1976. 
 
Transmissivity – a measure of the amount of radiation propagated through a given medium. 

 
Trichloroethylene – a nonflammable liquid used as a solvent and in dry-cleaning and removal of 
grease from metal. 
 
Vinyl Chloride – a flammable gaseous carcinogenic compound used in making vinyl resins. 
 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) – any compound of carbon that participates in atmospheric 
photochemical reactions such as benzene, toluene, and vinyl chloride. 
 
Warm Starts - the ignition of an engine after the engine has been run for a given amount of time. 
 
Watershed – the area drained by a river or river system. 
 
10.2 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 
ADT – average daily traffic 
AFDM – ash-free dry mass 
BOD - biochemical oxygen demand 
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C&SF - Central and Southern Florida 
CAAA - Clean Air Act Amendments 
CAR - Coordination Act Report 
CERP - Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan 
CO - carbon monoxide 
cpu  - color photometric units 
CWA - Clean Water Act 
DERM - Department of Environmental Resources Management 
DO - dissolved oxygen 
DOC - dissolved organic carbon 
DSL - design service life 
EIS - environmental impact statement 
EMO - Environmental Management Office 
ENP - Everglades National Park 
EO - Executive Order 
FAC - Florida Administrative Code 
FAC - Florida Archaeological Council 
FDEP - Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
FDHR - Florida Division of Historical Resources 
FDOT - Florida Department of Transportation 
FFWCC - Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
FHWA - Federal Highway Administration 
ft - feet 
GDM - general design memorandum 
g/sqm/d – grams per square meter per day 
GRR - general reevaluation report 
HTRW - hazardous, toxic, and radiological waste 
L-67 ext - extension of Levee 67 
LOS - level of service 
MPO – Metropolitan Planning Organization 
MWD - Modified Water Deliveries 
NAAQS - National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAPLs - non-aqueous phase liquids 
NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act 
NESRS - Northeast Shark River Slough 
mg - milligrams 
NH3  - ammonia nitrogen 
NHPA - National Historic Preservation Act 
NO2 NO3 - nitrate-nitrite 
NOx - oxides of nitrogen 
NPL - National Priority List 
NPS - National Park Service 
NRHP - National Registry of Historic Places 
NTU – Nephlometric Turbidity Unit 
NVGD – National Vertical Geodetic Datum 
OMRR&R - Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, and Rehabilitation 
OP - ortho-phosphorus 
PAHs - polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
PCBs - polychlorinated biphenyls 
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PD&E Manual - Project Development and Environment Manual 
ppm – parts per million 
RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
ROPA - Register of Professional Archaeologists 
RPA - Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives 
S-12s - Structure 12s 
SEIS - supplemental environmental impact statement 
SFWMD - South Florida Water Management District 
SHPO - State Historic Preservation Office 
SVOCs - semivolatile organic compounds 
SWIM - surface water improvement management 
TBT - tributyltin 
TCE - trichloroethylene 
TDS - total dissolved solids 
TKN - total Kjeldahl nitrogen 
TMDLs - total maximum daily loads 
TP - total phosphorus 
TSS - total suspended solids 
USACE - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USEPA – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS - U.S. Geological Survey 
UST - underground storage tank 
VOC - volatile organic carbon 
VOCs - volatile organic compounds 
vpd - vehicles per day 
vph – vehicles per hour 
WCA-3A - Water Conservation Area 3A 
WCA-3B - Water Conservation Area 3B 
 
11.0 LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A: MIAMI RIVER 1934 “AS-BUILTS” 
 
Attachment B: QUALITY CONTROL PLAN 
 
Attachment C: MIAMI RIVER COMMISSION - DREDGE WORKING  
  GROUP – MINUTES 
 
Attachment D: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 
Attachment E: TOXICITY CHARACTERISTIC RULE, SUBTITLE C, RCRA – 
  MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION OF CONTAMNANTS FOR  
  TOXICITY CHARACTERISTIC AS DETERMINED USING TCLP  
  AND 
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  DADE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
  MANAGEMENT (DERM) SOIL DISPOSAL CRITERIA AND CLEAN 
  SOIL CRITERIA/CLEAN BACKFILL CRITERIA 
   
Attachment F: MIAMI RIVER CORE BORINGS AND LABORATORY ANALSIS 
 
Attachment G: CORE BORING LOGS MIAMI RIVER INTERIM UPLAND STAGING AREA – 
  PARKING LOT 
 
Attachment H: REQUEST FOR INFORMATION AND BRIEF SUMMARY OF  
  INDUSTRY INPUT 
 
Attachment I: SURVEY PLAT FOR INTERIM UPLAND STAGING AREA 
 
Attachment J: 1999 HYDROGRAPHIC SURVEY OF MIAMI RIVER 
 
Attachment K: PUBLIC COORDINATION OF THE DOCUMENT 
 
Attachment L: REQUIRED ITEMS OF LOCAL COOPERATION 
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QUALITY CONTROL PLAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND MANAGEMENT PLAN STUDY 
MIAMI RIVER DREDGING PROJECT 
DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Purpose 
 

In accordance with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulations, this Quality 
Control Plan (QCP) has been prepared pursuant to project preparation associated with 
completion of the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), preparation of a final EIS, 
and preparation of a Management Plan Study (MPS) for the Miami River Dredging project in 
Dade County, Florida.  The QCP describes the procedures to ensure delivery of a quality 
product that meets customer, schedule, and budget requirements; complies with all laws, 
policies, and technical criteria; establishes clear lines of accountability; and includes 
provisions for independent technical review.  It will be updated, as necessary, on a timely 
basis if or when significant changes occur that impact the agreed upon QCP process. 
 
Background 
 

A preliminary assessment has not been conducted for the Miami River project.  The 
MPS will utilize, to the fullest extent possible and where applicable, information contained in 
the December 1993 report Alternatives for the Dredging and Disposal of Sediment From the 
Miami Harbor (Miami River) Project, Florida.  The information will be updated to reflect 
correct conditions on the river and subsequent data collection efforts and studies that have 
been completed since 1993.  The scope of work addresses the work tasks, responsibility for 
their accomplishment and the schedule of performance. 
 
Status 
 

The Miami River Federal Project does not have a dredged material management plan 
nor disposal site for maintenance.  The sponsor has extensive experience, outside 
resources, and funds to successfully secure an interim upland site for efficient disposal of 
shoal material in the channel.  Significant shoaling restricts navigation and threatens to 
curtail operations.  The depth and width near the channel center provide marginal clearance 
for the current vessel fleet operating at the port.  However, those vessels require special 
handling in navigation the river because the deposited river sediments have reduced the 
effective channel dimensions that limit the vessel maneuvering area.  Further, additional 
horsepower is needed to overcome the higher friction or drag effects between the vessel's 
hull and the bottom and side sediments.  The removal of river sediments would allow small 
ships to more efficiently use the Miami River and would impede harmful sediments from 
being reintroduced into the river and possibly transported to Miami Bay. 
 
MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE 
 
Management Philosophy 



 

 

G.E.C., Inc. (GEC) has over 20 years of experience in preparing environmental 
documents, management plans, and technical designs in accordance with Corps 
requirements for a wide range of projects throughout the United States.  We take pride in 
our efforts, and it is reflected in the quality of our products.  Comprised of a full complement 
of environmentally oriented professionals including engineers, scientists, biologists, 
archaeologists, geologists, and geotechnical and groundwater specialists, our 
multidisciplinary staff is ideally suited perform project formulation; environmental impact 
analysis; evaluation of engineering, economic, social, archaeological, and environmental 
justice issues; as well as endangered species, wetlands, and hazardous waste 
characterizations. 
 
Management Approach 
 

Senior GEC management is directly responsible for the work performed at GEC and 
ensures that quality services are delivered by: (1) providing qualified management and 
staffing for each project, (2) serving as technical review team members, and (3) resolving 
any conflicts within a project team through coordination with the Project Manager and 
Technical Review Team Manager. 
 
Management Structure 
 

Client Relations 
 

Charles E. Hinton     Client Manager 
 

The highest position in the chain-of-command, the Client Manager is responsible for 
ensuring total client satisfaction by providing the link for all coordination and 
communications between the client and the Project Manager, and for final approval of all 
project management decisions relating to contract negotiations, project team staffing, and 
utilization of GEC resources. 
 

Project Management Oversight 

Cade E. Carter, Jr., P.E.    Project Manager 

 
The project manager is responsible for day-to-day oversight and management of all 

project commitments, including its progress and timely completion, and the coordination of 
the project team's work effort.  The project manager is also responsible for overall 
coordination with the Technical Review Team Manager.  Specific duties related to the 
Project Manager's responsibilities to the Technical Review Team Manager include: 
 

1. Scheduling timely and sufficient periods for review of the project; 
 2. Notification of upcoming review conferences; 
 3. Managing responses to technical review team memoranda; and 

4. Consulting with the client, sponsor, and Client Manager, as necessary. 
 



 

 

Project Team 
 

Project team members are responsible to the Project Manager for completing all 
technical analyses and appendices associated with the project.  GEC has designated the 
following personnel for the development of the EIS and MPS. 
 
 Subcontractor     Cultural Resources 

Patrick MacDanel     Environmental Resources 
Scott Knaus      CADD/GIS 

 Danny Maher      Economics 
 Cade E. Carter, Jr., P.E.    Environmental Engineering 
 Nancy Shaw      Production 
 
 Technical Review 
 
 Michael Loden, Ph.D.    Technical Review Team Manager 
 

GEC will utilize existing in-house OA/QC technical review processes for the 
feasibility study and ERR because of the availability of knowledgeable, skilled, and 
experienced G.E.C. staff.  Such in-house technical reviews have proven advantageous on 
numerous projects with respect to time and cost considerations. 
 

Technical Review Team 
 

The technical review team is responsible for performing periodic, as well as the final, 
independent technical review of the EIS and MPS.  The team will utilize ER 1110-1-12, 
Quality Management and EC 1165-2-203, Technical and Policy Review as references for 
performing their work.  Duties of the team include: 
 
 1. Reviewing report contents for compliance with established principles and 

procedures; 
 2. Reviewing methods, procedures, and materials used in order to determine 

the appropriateness of project recommendations; and 
 3. Providing the technical review team leader with documentation of comments, 

issues, and decisions arising from the various reviews. 
 

Each member of the technical review team has extensive experience in his respective 
field of expertise and is highly qualified to review the report in accordance with the 
aforementioned references.  The team will consist of the following personnel: 
 

Donald Ator      Federal Programs Division 
Michael Loden, Ph.D.     Federal Programs Division 
James F. Coerver, P.E., P.L.S.   Federal Programs Division 

 
DESIGN TOOLS 
 
GEC personnel will utilize several computer application programs pursuant to performing 
their work for this project.  The company maintains and operates Microsoft Windows 95/98, 



 

 

Windows NT/2000, and Unix platforms.  Microsoft Off ice 97/2000 is used to support these 
platforms and provide integrated productivity applications. 
 
Computer design applications often used in support of our Geographical Information 
System (GIS) include the latest releases of AutoCAD and MicroStation.  GEC's GIS 
platforms operate software including ArcView, ARC/INFO, Mapinfo Professional, MGE, 
GeoMedia, and GeoMedia Web Map. 
 
Finally, relational database and interface screen resources available to GEC personnel 
include Oracle, Informix, and Access. 
 
PROJECT SCHEDULES 
 
The attached schedule assumes that there will be no major changes or complications 
during the conduct of the management plan study phase. 
 
Project Team Milestones 
 
 Contract Award and Notice to Proceed  April 2000 
 Quarterly Conference    May 2000 
 Quarterly Conference    August 2000 
 Quarterly Conference    November 2000 
 Draft Report      December 2000 

Corps' Comments Regarding Draft Report  January 2001 
Quarterly Conference    February 2001 
Final Report      March 2001 

 
Technical Review Team Milestones 
 
 Initial Conference and ITR Process Review October 2000 

Quarterly Conference    November 2000 
Draft Report Review     December 2000 
Quarterly Conference    January 2001 
Final ITR Meeting and Final Review  March 2001 
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MIAMI RIVER COMMISSION 
DREDGING WORKING GROUP 

SUMMARY OF APRIL 26, 1999 MEETING 
 
1. The Dredging Working Group met at 10 AM on April 26, 1999 at the U.S. Coast Guard 
Marine Safety Office at 100 MacArthur Blvd, 2nd Floor Administration Bldg. 
 
2. Members attending: 

Co-Chair: Scott Mitchell- Morgan, Lewis & Brochius LLP 
Fran Bohnsack- MRMG 
Jerry Scarborough- ACOE 
Luis Rene Perez- ACOE 
Ed Swakon- EAS Engineering 
Lee Casey- Miami -Dade Solid Waste Dept. 
Carolyn Ansay- FL DEP 
Lauren Milligan- FL DEP 
Daniel Phelps- FL DEP 
Charles Morton- Atlas Inc. 
Steve Hurst- BOI 
George Cubas- Waste Management 
Eduardo Rodriguez- Antillean Marine 
Phil Everingham- Merrill Stevens/Marine Council 
Gary Winston- State Attorney's Office 
Jordan Monocandillos- Bernuth 
John Lambros- Bernuth 
Jan Rogers- EPA 
David Miller- MRC 
Susan Markley – attended but didn’t sign in! 
 

3. Jerry Scarborough gave a short review of the properties that were found appropriate for the 
on river temporary disposal site and stated ACOE is still reviewing this and he has little additional 
information to provide. 
 
4. Scott Mitchell introduced Mr. Lee Casey from the Miami-Dade Solid Waste Dept. to discuss 
the operation of the Class I landfill and potential use of the landfill for disposal of contaminated 
dredged spoils.  Mr. Casey advised the group the "tipping" fees (disposal cost per ton) are $59 per 
ton at the gate and $45 for certain long term contracts.  The Board of County Commissioners sets the 
rate; however, they are constrained by the requirements of the bond issuance.  The county landfill' 
does not have enough capacity for the entire 1 million cubic yards at the present time but, they are in 
the planning stages for another landfill cell.  Mr. Casey also advised that use of the dredged spoils as 
"cover" is not feasible as the amount of cover material needed over a full year period is only 10,000 
cubic yards.  Mr. George Cubas from a private landfill company indicated a tipping fee (ball park 
figure) of $30-$35 per ton for I million cubic yards.  The group decided to determine what other 
landfills are in south Florida and DEP representatives will forward that information to David Miller. 
 
5. David Miller advised that a letter was sent to the EPA requesting review of ocean disposal of 
cement blocks of contaminated river sediment.  Cement would "lock" the contaminants in rock form 



 

 

and therefore, not be detrimental to the environment.  Mr. Jan Rogers from EPA had suggested this 
"concept approval" approach at an earlier meeting.  This is being done concurrently with the phased 
dredging and if found acceptable may be a potential cost saving measure.  We will not postpone 
dredging waiting for EPA's decision as was previously-done with the “geotextile” bag issue. 
 

David Miller provided an overview of funding and cost sharing issues as follows: 
 State Funding - $300,000 for Miami River Dredging appears firm and has passed the State 
House and Senate committees.  Final approval by the Governor pends. 

Federal Funding - A letter signed by all 6 south Florida U. S. House Representatives has been 
sent to the Chairman of the Appropriations Committees and the Subcommittee Chairman for Energy 
& Water Development requesting $17 million for FY 2000.  This is the estimated cost for phase one 
of a four year dredging project. 

Federal/ Non-federal Cost Share Ratio- The same U. S. House Representatives signed 
another letter to the Chairman of the Water Resource and Development Committee requesting an 
amendment specifically providing a cost share ratio of 75% federal and 25% non-federal for 
dredging and sediment disposal.  Additionally, David Miller along with staff members from Senator 
Graham's and Representative Ros-Lehtinen's offices met with personnel in the Army Corps of 
Engineer (ACOE) Washington Office to discuss cost sharing issues.  The ACOE stated that based on 
changes in the 1996 WRDA, the ACOE could fund 80% of dredging and disposal costs.  Currently, 
the ACOE is paying trucking costs for the disposal of sediment in the New York Harbor dredging 
operation.  The ACOE stated they will put this policy in writing to the District ACOE Office in 
Jacksonville. 
 
6. Jerry Scarborough said it all looks good, but we (locally) have not designated a local sponsor 
and although DERM has been the "acting" local sponsor we need to finalize who will be the local 
sponsor in the near future to continue this project. 
 
7. Discussion ensued about various permits that would be required for dredging.  One of the 
major permits is the water quality permit issued by FL DEP and that will be filed by the ACOE when 
the project is better defined. 
 
8. Jerry Scarborough provided a package with information on the requirements for a company 
to bid on an ACOE dredging project and gave it to David Miller.  Any local companies who may be 
interested in biding on this project are welcome to review this package and familiarize themselves 
with the requirements. 
 
9. The next meeting was scheduled for 1000 on 24 May at the Coast Guard Base. 
 

 



 

 

MIAMI RIVER COMMISSION 
DREDGING WORKING GROUP 

 
Summary of June 22, 1999 Meeting 

 
1. The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group met at 10 AM on 22 June 1999 at 
the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office at 100 MacArthur Blvd, 2nd Floor Administration Bldg. 
 
2. Members attending are listed on the attached sign-in sheet. 
 
3. Introductions were made and the first item was a short briefing by David Miller on the status 
of funding and of the legislative news.  He reported that the Miami River Commission (MRC) was 
approved to receive $300,000 from the state through the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP) for preliminary dredging coordination.  The MRC has forwarded contract to 
FDEP requesting the full $300,000 and if all is approved we should get the money in 6-8 weeks.  The 
preliminary budget for the $300,000 was reviewed and approved by the working group for 
presentation to the MRC.  The status of federal funding was discussed.  We have aligned with the 
Corps request and are requesting $5 million for Fiscal Year 2000 for dredging in the Energy and 
Water Appropriations Bill.  The Senate did not have this in their bill submittal,, however we hope 
the House will include it in their submittal.  If the House adds this money to their bill, it will then be 
decided in conference (between House and Senate Subcommittees) . If approved by the conference, 
then it will go to vote on both House and Senate floors and if approved will go to the President for 
approval.  Additionally, the MRC has hired Patton Boggs LLP as our governmental affairs 
representative (lobbyist) in Washington to assist with our river dredging objectives. 
 
4. Jerry Scarborough and Luis Rene Perez from the Army Corps presented information and cost 
data on the dredging, construction of the interim disposal site and tipping fees.  The Corps did 
provide engineering drawings for two sites and recommended the larger site as the interim disposal 
site.  This site was found to be acceptable (by engineering standards) and the calculations proved it 
could be used for river dredging.  Utilizing this site would require 8 phases of 64,200 cubic yards 
based on the capacity of the interim disposal site.  A slide show describing the above was presented.  
Numerous questions and comments flowed from this presentation and the Corps reminded everyone 
this is not the final plan but just preliminary engineering and cost estimates However, and most 
importantly, this proves that river dredging can be done. 
 
5. Discussion of requirements and recommendations for the "Local Sponsor" was next.  Jerry 
Scarborough gave a brief outline of local sponsor requirements.  The local sponsor must be a public 
entity and have sufficient funds available to ensure payment of local sponsor costs.  Also the local 
sponsor is required to purchase or lease all lands and right-of-ways necessary for the dredging 
operation.  The Corps completes all other items including all necessary contracts.  The working 
group consensus was that the county was the best public entity to be the local sponsor with assistance 
of the MRC.  The working group recommended the MRC Chair, the Dredging Working Group 
Chairs and the managing director meet with the County Manager to discuss the local sponsor issue.  
The MRC executive committee has discussed this issue and wants the local sponsor to be proactive.  
Additionally, we would like the county manager to assign this project to an agency and/or individual 
with clear direction that dredging the river is their primary mission and not a collateral or secondary 
duty.  This meeting will be scheduled in the near future. 
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6. A decision was made to hold a pre-application meeting with FDEP to discuss water quality 
issues and processes.  Jerry Scarborough will take the lead on this meeting and Susan Markley, 
David Miller, and the dredging working-group chairpersons will be invited.  The meeting is 
tentatively set to be in Tallahassee, to ensure all necessary FDEP personnel can be available. 
 
7. The next dredging working group meeting was set for 10 AM  on Thursday, August 5, 1999 
at the same location.  The meeting ended at approximately 11:40 AM. 
 

 



 

 

MIAMI RIVER COMMISSION 
DREDGING WORKING GROUP 

SUMMARY OF AUGUST 5, 1999 MEETING 
 
1. The Dredging Working Group met at 10 AM on August 5, 1999 at the U.S. Coast Guard 
Marine Safety Office at 100 MacArthur Blvd, 2nd Floor Administration Bldg. 
 
2. Members attending:  

Co-Chair: Scott Mitchell- Morgan, Lewis & Brochius LLP 
Co-Chair- Dick Bunnell 
Charles Morton- Atlas Inc. 
Steve Burst- BOI 
George Cubas- Waste Management 
Eduardo Rodriguez- Antiliean Marine 
Phil Everingham- Merrill Stevens/Marine Council 
Daniel Ricker - Sierra Club 
LTjg Kim Donadio-USCG 
LT Joe Boudrow- USCG 
CDR Bill Uberti- USCG 
Marino Rodriguez- Antillean Marine 
John Manning- STL Precision 
Susan Markley- DERM 
Carlos Espinosa- DERM 
David Miller- MRC 

 
3. The minutes of the June 22, 1999 dredging working group meeting were handed out, 
reviewed and approved. 
 
4. David Miller discussed the meeting with Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), 
County Trust for Public Land (TPL) and the Miami River Commission (MRC) on July 22, 1999.  
The meeting was to determine if the above agencies -could team together to purchase and use Palmer 
Lake lands first for a dredge spoil temporary drying site, then for parks/green spaces and the Miami 
Intermodal Center (MIC) construction.  The meeting revealed that this could be done and it could be 
a win-win situation where lands could be purchased now, and used as noted above.  The time line for 
MIC construction and dredging does not conflict.  The big issue is that some entity (preferably the 
County) becomes the real local sponsor for dredging and not just the "acting" local sponsor.  It is 
impossible to negotiate without a local sponsor. 
 
5. Dick Bunnell reported on the meeting with Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
(FDEP) concerning the water quality permitting process for the dredging project.  Dick Bunnell, 
Scott Mitchell, Susan Markley and David Miller and Corps personnel attended.  Overall the meeting 
was productive.  The Deputy Secretary of FDEP attended along with the Deputy of the Army Corps 
Jacksonville District Office.  All agreed that some sort of a variance would be necessary.  The water 
quality issues concern the actual dredging operation and the draining of water back to the river from 
the dredge spoil drying site.  David Miller will provide FDEP with a video tape of the river showing 
turbidity that currently exists in the river, notably at the mouth during an ebb tide, during a vessel 



 

 

transit, and possibly after a heavy rainfall.  This turbidity evidence will help FDEP justify the 
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of a variance.  Discussion was held about the possible use of an enforcement or restoration process to 
assist with the water quality certification process.  The end result of the discussion was that these 
processes would be more troublesome and confusing than helpful.  David Miller discussed the 
tentative plans of the Corps to conduct water quality testing on August 31, 1999, again to provide 
evidence to FDEP to help assist in understanding the water quality issues that currently exist in the 
river. 
 
6. Dick Bunnell discussed the meeting with the County Manager attended by Dick Bunnell, 
David Miller, Robert Parks, Susan Markley, John Renfrow, Pete Hernandez and other county 
personnel.  The manager was briefed on the project and given the status.  He called for another 
meeting on September 14th and wanted someone from the City and State to be present.  The 
Manager wanted to explore a special taxing district and asked Pete Hernandez to look into this issue.  
The determination of the local sponsor will probably be a coalition of entities County, City, State, 
etc.  This is what the County Manager wants to hear, who else will help fund the local sponsor's 
share.  Carlos Espinoza believes the project is about the money.  Es suggests we need to develop a 
plan to provide a revenue stream for the project and develop the sources of funds. 
 
7. The next meeting was scheduled for 1000 an September 2. 1999 at the Coast Guard Base. 
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MIAMI RIVER COMMISSION 
DREDGING WORKING GROUP 

 
Summary of September 2, 1999 Meeting 

 
The Miami River Commission Dredging 'working Group meeting was called to order at 10 

AM at the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 MacArthur Boulevard, Administrative 
Building 2nd Floor conference room. 
 
 Working Group members amending are listed on the attached sign-in sheet. 
 
Discussions: 
 

Mr. Dick Bunnell opened the meeting and introductions were made.  Mr. Bunnell then 
introduced Mr. Pete Dunlap of Innovative Technologies.  Mr. Dunlap gave an overview of his 
company and the experience they have gained in numerous dredging projects including in New York 
Harbor with contaminated sediments.  He also detailed work they have been involved in concerning 
beneficial reuse of the material in either landfill or some form of reusable aggregate.  Additionally 
they have experience in dredge water treatment so the dredge spoil water will meet regulatory 
requirements necessary to allow drainage back into the waterway.  Mr. Dunlap then introduced Todd 
Stockberger of Black and Veatch a large dredging contracting firm.  Mr. Stockberger explained that 
Black and Veatch is one of the largest and oldest engineering and construction firms and has 
significant experience in the dredging business.  He explained Black and Veatch, in conjunction with 
another company Solomon, have patented technology on equipment that can de-water dredged 
spoils, treat the water and requires only 2 acres of property to process 3,000 cubic yards of material 
per day.  If utilized, this engineering system would reduce local sponsor land costs and the 
equipment is mobile so it could be relocated to different river sites improving barge transportation 
logistics with an overall reduction in dredging costs.  Additionally this equipment can be stacked 
together and could be designed to dry 10,000 cubic yards of material per day.  This equipment may 
be able to water wash some of the contaminants from the coarse material, which could make the 
coarse dredge spoils suitable for beneficial reuse as aggregate in con ion projects.  If proven feasible, 
this would greatly reduce the cost of the dredging project, as the estimated cost of landfill tipping 
fees is S31.8 million or almost half of the dredging projects entire cost. 
A question and answer period ensued.  The cost of this operation would depend on the quality of the 
water that could be returned to the river.  This water quality certification for this project is the 
responsibility of Florida Department of Environmental Protection and has yet to be determined.  If 
the water quality criterion is to eliminate turbidity or undissolved sediments then the cost associated 
with this process would be approximately $8 per cubic yard.  However, if the discharge water must 
meet a higher quality than is currently in the river now, then the water filtering costs would be 
increased by up to $4 per yard.  Pete Dunlap advised that this process has been used in Europe for 
years and water washing sandy material from fine sediments is not a new technology -and has a 
history of success.  Discussion ensued about obtaining river sediment samples for Black and Veatch 
to run through their process and see what percentage of coarse material is in the river and if it is 
feasible to try an reclaim the coarse materials.  Discussion ensued about the taking of sediment 
samples, location of samples. testing and chain of custody.  This will be worked out between the 
Army Corps, MRC and Black & Veatch after the meeting. 
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Jerry Scarborough advised that the Corps has $5 Nation dollars coming into their district 
budget on October 1, 1999 for dredging the Miami River.  The Corps would like to spend that money 
and he cautioned the group that a lot of things need to happen in order for the Corps to be able to 
spend these funds, including local sponsor assignment and determination of necessary lands. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 12 Noon. 
 
 

Managing Director 
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MIAMI RIVER COMMISSION 
DREDGING WORKING GROUP 

 
Summary of December 7, 1999 Meeting 

 
The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group meeting was called to order at 10 

AM at the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 MacArthur Boulevard. 
 

Working Group members attending are listed on the attached sign-in sheet. 
 
Discussions: 
 

Mr. Dick Bunnell opened the meeting and updated the Group on the current status of various 
dredging issues.  Dick first discussed the meeting with the County Manager in October and the status 
of the letter of support from the State of Florida.  Lauren Milligan, FDEP, indicated she had seen a 
draft of the letter and it was being circulated for review and signature. 

Dick also summarized the meeting with Mayor Penelas, Bob Parks and himself on the 
Wednesday before Thanksgiving.  The Mayor is very supportive of the dredging project and had 
money in his budget for river dredging. 

Next, Dick talked about the status of the land acquisition.  Roger Hernstadt, Capital 
Improvements Coordinator, Office of the County Manager, explained that the County Commission is 
voting today to authorize funds for appraisal of several properties, including three properties near 
Palmer Lake that will eventually be used for the Miami Intermodal Center (MIC).  These appraisals 
are necessary to expedite the State DOT purchase of these lands for the MIC, but during the next 5 
years this property could be used as the interim-drying site for dredged spoils.  The appraisal is to 
determine the fair market value of the properties.  Discussion ensued concerning FDOT's property 
purchase, appraisal, and other land site options available. 
Mr. Bunnell then discussed the upcoming Resolution for the County to become the "local sponsor" 
for the dredging project.  Commissioner Barreiro will be sponsoring this Resolution and it should be 
on the agenda for the Board of County Commissioners, December 16, 1999 meeting.  The focus of 
this Resolution is to help satisfy the Corps' requirement for a local sponsor and to continue to move 
the dredging project forward.  Dick Bunnell asked Jerry Scarborough his opinion of the Resolution 
and what we can do locally to help the project.  Jerry responded that the Corp has a level of comfort 
that a viable sponsor will step forward.  The Corp has continued to proceed with the plans and 
specifications, working with DEP conducting water quality testing and anticipates submitting an 
application for water quality certification real soon.  Jerry emphasized the Corp does need the 
land site defined for the application and Lauren Milligan confirmed the importance of the land site.  
The Corps will require some type of real estate certification that this land will be available for the 
duration of the dredging project.  Jerry noted that the land acquisition is critical and is the item 
holding up progress at this time.  Jerry advised the Group that the PCA (Project Cooperation 
Agreement) signing is not necessaryforseveralmonthsorjustbeforeadvertisingthedredgingcontract.  
Jerry felt that it would be difficult to spend the $5 million dollars appropriated for the Miami River 
before September 30, 1999 and more than likely these funds will be reprogrammed to another 
project, which may be outside the Jacksonville District.  Discussion ensued about the Miami River 
Commission contacting FDOT about the urgency of the land purchase for the dredging project.  Scott 
Mitchell felt a letter to FDOT from the MRC would help.  Discussion continued concerning the 
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project timeline and specifically the timeline on the land purchase and water quality certification.  
Lauren Milligan stated that the information that  
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has been discussed and the testing that has already been completed would help streamline the water 
quality certification procedure. 

Lauren Milligan discussed water quality certification procedures and how some of the 
potential beneficial reuse proposals could be certified.  Lauren passed out FDEP testing results 
concerning water quality and sediment testing.  These were samples that were split with the Corp of 
Engineers.  Preliminarily, the results are inline with expected results from the Miami River.  The 
Corp expected their testing results in the next week. 

Discussion ensued concerning the Corps contracting requirements and Jerry Scarborough 
discussed the RFP process and that the best value to the government will be the determining factor 
in selecting a contractor.  The R-FP process does allow companies that provide a dredged spoils 
beneficial reuse program to compete with the contractors that would simply transport the dredge 
spoils to a landfill.  Susan Markley advised the group that no sample is free of contaminants and 
cannot be (as it stands) used as clean fill. 

Under new business, Scott Mitchell announced that a statewide brownfields conference is 
being scheduled and if anyone was interested in helping out with the conference they could contact 
him.  Jerry Scarborough emphasized that brownfields issues are not applicable to the navigation 
maintenance dredging of the Miarni River. 
 Selected members including Jerry Scarborough, Lauren Milligan, members of the County, 
David Miller and Dick Bunnell will visit the "prospective" interim drying land site near Palmer Lake 
after the meeting. 

The next Dredging Working Group Meeting was scheduled for January 19, 2000 at 10 AM at 
the same location as this meeting. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 11:30 AM. 
 
 

Managing Director, Miami River Commission 
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Summary of January 19, 2000 Meeting 

 
The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group meeting was called to order at 10 

AM at the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 MacArthur Boulevard, Administrative 
Building 2nd Floor conference room. 
 

Working Group members attending are listed on the attached sign-in sheet. 
 
Discussions:  
 Co-Chairpersons Dick Bunnell (sick) and Scott Mitchell (out of town) were not available to 
attend and Mr. David Miller opened the meeting and introductions were made. 

County Resolution & Funding Partnership Issues: The first item discussed was the 
resolution passed by Miami-Dade County Commissioners that basically said the County would be 
the "formal" local sponsor contingent upon the development of a funding partnership consisting of 
City of Miami, State of Florida, Miami-Dade County and others.  It also directs the County Manager 
to develop this funding partnership.  David briefed the group on his impressions of how the 
Commissioners felt about the river dredging project.  He stated all Commissioners were in favor of 
dredging, however, they were not well informed about the dredging project including the cost share 
formula, environmental improvements and some were unaware that the County has been the “acting” 
local sponsor for over a decade.  The one "nay" vote by Commissioner Carey-Shuler was a result of 
politics, as she was upset that no funding proposal was part of the resolution.  Commissioner 
Barreiro was absent that day due to illness and Commissioner Morales was the co-sponsor of the 
resolution.  A copy of the resolution was provided to attending members.  The County Commission 
emphasized that the City of Miami needs to be a financial partner in dredging the river. 

David also discussed the letter from the County Manager to the City Manager that described 
the funding partnership plan for the local cost share.  The County Manager proposed funding levels 
of 25% County, 25% City and 50% State.  The federal government (through the Army Corps) funds 
80% of the dredging project and the local share is 20%.  Based on the June 1999 Army Corps 
estimated cost of $74 million for the dredging, the total local sponsor share will be $13.18 million 
spread over a five-year period.  Using the County Manager's plan, this amounts to approximately 
$1.2 million from the State, $600,000 for the City and $600,000 for the County annually for a five-
year period. 
Carlos Espinosa discussed the process for obtaining state funds for the dredging and advised the 
group that the county has filed an application that will be reviewed by the recently created Water 
Advisory Panel.  If the panel recommends the project, then it will go before the state legislature with 
a recommendation for approval.  If approved, the money would go to the county and then passed 
through to the Corps as part of the local sponsor payments.  The state Water Panel Advisory 
membership consists of 15 members5 members from the Senate, 5 members from the House and 5 
members of the public appointed by the governor.  Unfortunately, there are no members from South 
Florida on this panel. 

Land Acquisition: Roger Hemstadt, from the county, discussed the status of the land 
acquisition.  He reported that the county had prevailed with the State of Florida, Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) to allow the county to hire appraisers and expedite the land acquisition.  
Once an approved appraiser is selected they will have 60 days to complete the appraisal.  The 
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Roger  
Dredging Working Group 
January 19, 2000 
Page 2 

 
 
emphasized the county is pushing FDOT for prompt action on the land acquisition.  The state has a 
defined process for land acquisition and this must be followed.  Roger stated that the county is 
looking for 10 acres of land.  Discussion ensued about a contingency plan for other properties.  
Roger stated that the county does not have funds for the purchase or lease of other properties. 

Army Corp Water Quality & Sediment Testing Results: David Miller handed out a copy 
of the Army Corps water quality and sediment testing draft executive summary.  This summary was 
very short and did not provide any significant revelations, but did reaffirm historic test results.  Final 
Corps reports will be provided when completed.  Some data showed better results than previous 
tests, but it does not change any of our basic dredging plans.  Importantly, this data should help 
streamline the water quality certification procedure required by the state.  The sediment testing data 
also brightens the option for beneficial reuse programs, because the sediment is somewhat less 
contaminated than previously thought. 

The next Dredging Working Group Meeting was scheduled for Wednesday, March 22, 2000 
at 10 AM at the same location as this meeting. 

The meeting adjourned at 11:45 AM. 
 
 

Managing Director, Miami River Commission 
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Summary of March 22, 2000 
 

The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group meeting was called to order at 10 
AM at the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 MacArthur Boulevard, "Gator Den" meeting 
room. 
 

Working Group members attending are listed on the attached sign-in sheet. 
 
Discussions: 
 Co-Chairpersons Dick Bunnell and Scott Mitchell opened the meeting and self 
introductions were made. 

Update of Funding Issues: 
The first item discussed was the status of the City of Miami's Resolution concerning their 

share of funding for the dredging project.  Dick Bunnell stated the resolution is drafted and he has 
reviewed the resolution and believes it is good and meets the requirements as outlined by the county.  
The resolution commits to 25% of the total cost of the local share and approves over $1 million for 
the first year of the project.  The resolution was scheduled for March 23, 2000 but unfortunately was 
removed from the agenda.  However, a resolution directing the City Manager to determine the funds 
for the project will be offered and the fall funding resolution will be placed on the April 13, 2000 
City Commission Agenda.  David Miller advised the group that the City Commissioners, Mayor and 
City Manager are all in favor of the funding resolution and are only postponing the vote until April 
13, 2000 due to political issues, not due to a lack of commitment on their part to fund and be 
involved with the dredging project. 

Concerning the state appropriations David Miller reported that the Senate has not put any 
money in their budget (to date) but the House has $1 million in their budget.  David reported he 
visited Tallahassee and along with Commissioner Bruno Barreiro made a presentation to the Miami-
Dade Delegation at a luncheon and the delegation was very supportive of the dredging funding.  
Senator Mario Diaz-Balart, the chairman of the delegation, stated that the dredging was a "do or die" 
issue and the dredging must go forward.  Senator Diaz-Balart will request a motion on the Senate 
floor to place a funding request of $3.1 million in the Senate appropriations bill of which $2.5 
million is for dredging and $600,000 is for funding for 4-years of the Miami River Commission. 

Dick Bunnell, Fran Bohnsack and David Miller all went to Washington to meet with various 
Senate and House Reps to update them on the dredging progress and solicit their support for $5.7 
million of federal funds for FY 2001 (this federal funding period begins on October 1, 2000).  Dick 
reported that all meetings went well and that Rep. Carrie Meek was very supportive of the federal 
funding, but was concerned that the local sponsor, County, City and State were aligned and 
supporting the project.  Rep. Illeana Ros-Lehtinen suggested that we invite Rep. Bill Young, 
Chairman of the House Appropriations Committee to visit the Miami River.  Rep. Young is from the 
Tampa area.  Suggestions were solicited for an itinerary for Rep. Young.  David offered a river trip 
and Capt.  Jordan suggested combining that with a lunch and/or breakfast. 
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Water/Sediment Testing Results: Jerry Scarborough introduced Mr. Glen Schuster, ACOE 
specialist, who was involved in the recent water and sediment testing.  Glen reported that the test 
samples were split with FDEP.  FDEP previously provided the results of their samples and Glen 
advised that the ACOE results are very similar to those of the FDEP.  Basically the data reaffirms 
contamination in the sediment and also details the status of the water quality in 5 locations that were 
sampled along the river.  The water quality testing was primarily to provide current data for use in 
the application for the FDEP Water Certification Permit.  Glen reported that this sample clearly 
provides data to support a request for a variance to the water quality certification.  This water quality 
sampling was designed to provide data about water quality conditions typically found in the river 
during a normal day.  ACOE and FDEP designed a protocol for sampling water quality during 
normal river operations.  The results indicated that the shipping activity stirs up turbidity and this 
turbidity would probably be equivalent to turbidity expected during the dredging operation.  The 
bottom line is this information will help support and provide data that will clearly support a request 
for variance of water quality standards during the dredging operation.  Glen Schuster advised that 
contaminant levels vary based on the amount of silt in the sample.  The more silt the more 
contaminants.  The amount of silt averages between 20% to 80% of the sediment depending on the 
river location.  The remaining sediment is basically sand. 

Jerry Scarborough advised that the ACOE has issued contracts for a hydrological survey to 
determine the current quantity of sediment in the river and also a contract to collect core samples to 
determine the consistency of the sediment and provide some basic information to determine drying 
parameters. 
Status of Land/Lease Issues: Roger Hernstadt stated the County has received the appraisals of the 
Miami Intermodal Center (MIC) land parcels.  The appraisals will be reviewed by the county staff 
and then forwarded to FDOT.  FDOT is the agency accumulating the land parcels for the MIC.  
There are two parcels (one owned by Florida Power & Light) that equal almost 10 acres that are 
envisioned for the temporary drying site of the dredged spoils.  Dick Bunnell asked what the land 
leasing arrangements are between the County and FDOT and Roger stated that that issue has not 
been finalized.  Jeny Scarborough stated the ACOE needed a definitive survey of these land plots, 
which can help expedite the project.  Scott Mitchell expressed concern about the land situation and 
emphasized the criticality of the land issue.  Discussion ensued.  The end result is the dredging group 
needs to focus on this important land issue and keep alternative land sites in mind. 

Some general announcements were made and the next Dredging Working Group Meeting 
was scheduled for Wednesday, April 26, 2000 at 10 AM at the same location as this meeting. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:00 Noon. 
 
 

Managing Director, Miami River Commission 
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Summary of April 26, 2000 

 
The Miarni River Commission Dredging Working Group meeting was called to order at 10 

AM at the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 MacArthur Boulevard meeting room. 
 

Working Group members attending are listed on the attached sign-in sheet. 
 
Discussions: 
 Co-Chairpersons Dick Bunnell and Scott Mitchell opened the meeting and self 
introductions were made. 

Status of Funding: 
The first item discussed was the status of the County's resolution concerning their funding of 

the dredging project and their becoming the formal local sponsor.  Dick Bunnell advised that this 
resolution was on the agenda for April 25, 2000; however, the county commission meeting was 
cancelled for that day.  The next County Commission meeting is scheduled for May 9, 2000 and the 
dredging resolution will be on that agenda.  Dick advised the group that the City of Miami 
Commissioners passed a resolution for their 25% funding share of the dredging project on April 13, 
2000.  Dick discussed the need for the completion of the economic impact study to show the City of 
Miami Oversight Board the value of the dredging project to the city.  Fran Bohnsack advised the 
group that Dr. Ken Lipner (economist) from FITJ is working on the economic impact study and has 
received over 35 industry survey responses.  David Miller reported on the status of the state's funding 
appropriations for the dredging project and stated that there is $1 million in both the Senate and 
House appropriations bills.  David reported that Senator Diaz-Balart and Representative Lacassa will 
attempt to raise the $1 million to $2.5 million.  The legislative session ends in 7-8 days so we should 
hear very soon the results of the funding appropriations in Tallahassee. 

Status of Land Acquisition: 
Disc Bunnell asked Roger Hernstadt to provide a report on the status of the land acquisition.  

Roger reported that the County and FDOT have met and to date have not resolved any issues.  FDOT 
has met with the landowner FP&L and no resolution on the property has occurred.  Roger is 
concerned about this situation and suggested that since negotiations are not proceeding very well 
with the FDOT and FP&L that we should start looking at an alternative site - Plan B. Dick asked 
how we should proceed with Plan B?  Roger suggested we look at other properties and have 
alternatives land sites available if the FDOT/FP&L property at Palmer Lake falls apart.  Dick 
Bunnell fully agrees and commented that the Palmer Lake property does pose some problems with 
material transportation and leasing of a riverside dockage.  Scott Mitchell expressed concern about 
the timeline for the purchase of a property and that it could take up to a year.  Roger expressed that 
the county would be leaning towards leasing land and that a lease could occur quickly verses a land 
purchase.  Dick Bunnell suggested that a meeting with David, Scott, Roger and other entities with in 
the county have a meeting to focus on a Plan B land acquisition.  David asked if there was an 
environmental history of problems with the Palmer Lake property.  Roger reported that the county's 
appraisals did not examine environmental contamination issues.  Susan Markley (DERM) believes 
that one of the sites may have a history of solid waste dumping, but she could not provide details of 
what may have been dumped on the property.  Discussion of the Palmer Lake property issues 
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 David Miller suggested a three-item action plan: 

1. Request DERM review their files concerning any possible contamination of the Palmer 
Lake properties. 

2. Form a subcommittee to look at other land sites on the river. 
3. Determine the bottom line price for utilizing the Palmer Lake property that includes the 

cost of dock leasing, pumping sediments, right-of-way costs and whether FDOT will 
provide the land for free or require a lease payment.  This bottom line dollar figure can 
then be utilized when evaluating other properties. 

 
Susan stated she would review the DERM files for possible contamination.  A subcommittee 

was formed consisting of Dick Bunnell, Scott Mitchell, David Miller, Roger Hernstadt and Susan 
Markley to review other land sites. 

Discussion ensued concerning the problems of land contamination and whether the Army 
Corps would accept contaminated property.  Much to everyone's surprise Jerry Scarborough's voice 
came through the telephone speaker-phone. (Note: The sly dog had been listening all along 
unbeknownst to the group!) Jerry confirmed that contamination could cause a problem with the 
corps' use of the land. 

Jerry Scarborough advised the group that FP&L has a major electrical cable that runs under 
the river at the Second Avenue Bridge and it has to be moved because it is only 3 feet below grade 
and the minimum requirement for the Corps is 6 feet below grade. 

Jerry advised the group that the Corps has hired a contractor to conduct a survey of the river 
concerning the amount and location of sediments.  The contractor is working now and expects to be 
completed by August.  This survey is to update the 1990 sediment survey. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:00 Noon. 
 
 

Managing Director, Miami River Commission 
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Summary of May 31, 2000 Meeting 

 
The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group meeting was called to order at IO 

AM at Conference Room A at the offices of Morgan, Lewis & Bochius LLP located at 5300 First 
Union Financial Center, 200 South Biscayne Blvd., Miami, Florida. 
 

Working Group members in attendance are listed on the attached sign-in sheet. 
 
Discussions: 

Co-Chairpersons Dick Bunnell and Scott Mitchell opened the meeting. 
 
Miami-Dade County Resolution: 

Dick Bunnell gave a report on the status of the County's Resolution and stated that it was 
unanimously passed about 3 weeks ago.  The resolution calls for the county to provide their 25% 
funding support and makes the county the "formal" local sponsor for the dredging project.  The 
resolution directs the county manager to enter into all necessary agreements to start and complete the 
dredging project. 
 
Florida Inland Navigation District Grant: 

Dick advised that Susan Markley, Dianne Johnson and Fran Bohnsack traveled to New 
Smyma Beach last Friday to address the Commissioners of the Florida Inland Navigation District 
(FIND) concerning a grant request for matching funds for the Miami River dredging project.  Susan 
Markley reported that the county's request for $300,000 was recommended for approval by FIND, 
but the city did not request any funding at this time.  Susan reported that FIND wants to enter into an 
interlocal agreement with the city and the county therefore, FIND matching funding for this project 
will not fall under the general annual grant process.  It was determined that additional discussion 
between FIND and the county, city and Miami River Commission must be scheduled in the very near 
future.  David Miller will set this meeting as soon as possible.  It is important to note that FIND 
Commissioners looked favorably on the Miami River dredging project. 
 
Water/Sediment Testing Results:  
 Jerry Scarborough has been working with DERM and the State to finalize the report.  All 
testing is complete and Jerry stated that the Corps does not foresee any problems based on the test 
results in proceeding with the dredging project.  Glen Schuster, the Corps expert in water quality and 
sediment analysis, advised the group that the purpose of this last round of testing was to satisfy the 
State's concerns about the impact of dredging on water quality.  Glen stated that they established 5 
sample points along the river and took water samples two feet off the bottom of the river over a 12-
hour period.  The testing was primarily focused on the turbidity issue.  Glen stated based on his 
knowledge and experiences that dredging would not cause turbidity levels as high as some of the 
ships did while passing the sampling points.  Sediments were found to have elevated levels of heavy 
metal contaminants and at some sampling points there were high levels of heavy metal content n the 
water.  Glenn stated they experimented with small samples to determine what would occur after the 
sediment dried.  Glenn feels confident that the testing results, as expected, will require a variance 
from the state, as the water quality even when not dredging does not meet state standards. 
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David Miller asked about the status of the executive summary of the testing results, so that it 

could be used to help educate the public about "contaminated" sediments.  Steve Hurst suggested 
comparing the sediments with contaminant levels you would find in other known locations such as 
alongside a major road.  Discussion ensued.  Jan Rogers of EPA suggested addressing the aquatic 
problems associated with heavy metals.  Glen Schuster stated that the executive summary would not 
be suitable for the general public.  Glen suggested that a "fact sheet" be developed to help educate 
the public.  The Corps, DERM and EPA will provide information on contaminated sediments to 
David Miller and David will develop a "public affairs" type fact sheet describing in layman terms 
what is meant by contaminated sediments. 

Jan Rogers asked about the elevated readings of metals in the water column.  Glen stated that 
copper had a high level in the water column because there is a high level of copper in the sediment.  
When the sediment is disturbed copper and sediment are suspended in the water column. 

Discussion ensued about sewage issues and Susan Markley stated that dredging has 
absolutely nothing to do with sewage problems.  However, Susan did provide an educational 
dissertation and answered numerous questions on storm and sanitary sewer systems and the probable 
cause of the sanitary sewer discharges in the county and city. 
 
Land Issues: 
Roger Hernstadt advised the group that a meeting was set for Friday concerning the use of the I 0-
acre land site by Palmer Lake that will be the future Miami Intermodal Center.  Senior managers 
from the county, FDOT and FPL will be present and a decision on whether the land can or cannot be 
used will occur.  A decision needs to be made, so this project can move forward.  Roger advised the 
group that other properties are being investigated for use if the Intermodal site fails.  Jerry 
Scarborough asked if consideration was being given to using the sediments to fill in the slip near the 
American Airlines Arena.  It was noted that Mayor Carollo has publicly proposed to fill in the slip to 
create more property near Bicentennial Park.  Jerry explained that this alternative would 
substantially reduce the costs of dredging, if river sediments could be used to fill in the slip.  
Discussion ensued.  Jerry will provide a preliminary cost estimate for utilizing the slip area for a 
dredge disposal site for some of the Miami River sediments.  There are several important issues 
concerning the filling of the slip including - submerged sovereign lands of the state, environmental 
containment, city and county approval, etc.  The "slip filling" issue needs to be explored but it must 
be in conjunction with the conventional method of upland disposal, as the slip is not large enough to 
receive all the river sediments.  If the slip is completely filled, it could only take approximately 75% 
of the river sediments.  Jerry Scarborough reiterated that it still would be the cheapest and quickest 
alternative.  Dianne Johnson, City of Miami Dept. of Planning & Development, believes the city 
owns 100 feet off the bulkhead at Bicentennial Park and she believes this extends south across the 
mouth of the slip.  Dianne will research this issue and provide details on the ownership of the slip for 
our next dredging meeting.  Susan Markley stated that filling in the slip with river sediments may 
cause the environmental community to get upset and there may be some regulatory hurdles to 
overcome because of the use of tidal waters.  Glen Schuster, Army Corps environmental expert, 
reminded the group this alternative would eliminate trucking costs, landfill costs, etc.  He stated this 
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confident that the slip can be filled with river sediments in an environmentally sound manner.  Dick 
Bunnell asked Jerry Scarborough to provide an estimated cost of the project by using the slip.  Jerry 
will provide this cost estimate at our next meeting. 
 
New Business: 

Scott Mitchell asked if we were in danger of losing the federal monies due to the delays in 
acquiring the land.  Jerry Scarborough stated that the $5 million of federal funds has already been 
lost to other projects.  TheCorpscannotjustleave$5millioninlimbo as many other "Operations and 
Maintenance" projects can utilize the funds.  Jerry stated that the bulk of the $5 million has been 
reprogrammed to other projects, but a small amount was kept with the project to complete necessary 
testing and river surveys. 

Jerry Scarborough stated that the Corps is anxious to sign the Project Cooperation 
Agreement (PCA) with the county in order to help move this project forward.  Discussion ensued 
about the PCA and project timeliness The District Engineer, Colonel Miller, would like to sign this 
agreement before August 2000. 

Jerry Scarborough brought up the potential problems with an FPL cable that runs under the 
river in the vicinity of the Second Avenue.  The cable is only one foot below the bottom of the river 
and the Corps requirements are a minimum of 6 feet below grade.  Discussion ensued.  This issue 
must be rectified before dredging and also before Second Avenue bridge construction.  It was noted 
there might be other lines that cross the river at other locations. 

The next meeting was scheduled for June 28, 2000 at the U. S. Coast Guard office.  The 
group thanked Scott Mitchell and his company, Morgan Lewis & Bockius for providing their 
conference room for today's meeting. 
 

The meeting adjourned at 12:00 Noon. 
 
 

Managing Director, Miami River Commission 
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Summary of June 28, 2000 Meeting 

 
The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group meeting was called to order at 10 

AM at Conference Room A at the offices of Morgan, Lewis & Bochius LLP located at 5300 First 
Union Financial Center, 200 South Biscayne Blvd., Miami, Florida. 
 

Working Group members in attendance are listed on the attached sign-in sheet. 
 
Discussions: 
 Co-Chair Scott Mitchell opened the meeting.  Dick Bunnell was unable to attend today's 
meeting. 
 
Land Acquisition: 
 Scott asked Roger Hemstadt to provide an update on the County’s acquisition of land to be 
used as the temporary drying site for dredged spoils.  Roger stated the county is trying to obtain a 10-
acre parking lot by the Jailai building.  The property is currently owned by the aviation department 
and is to be used for parking areas during airport construction and expansion.  Meetings between 
county departments concerning the use of this property for the dredging project vice overflow airport 
parking are proceeding.  The main issue is that other suitable parking areas to replace the Jailai 
parking must be found.  The county is also proceeding with advertising for other private properties 
along the river that may be suitable for the dredging project.  Questions and general discussion 
ensued.  The group was very concerned that the county would pursue the Jailai property for 6-8 
months, similar to their efforts with the intermodal property issue and possibly miss out on available 
private properties.  Roger stated that if a suitable private property became available the county would 
go forward with the private property lease.  Scott Mitchell was concerned with the Jailai property 
because the airport and American Airlines may be against using the property for dredging and he was 
concerned that aviation funds may have been used to purchase the property and this may pose 
another hurdle in acquiring this property.  Roger agrees with Scott, but still believes this property is 
viable for the dredging project.  Don Chinquina, Executive Director of Tropical Audubon Society, 
Inc. stated his organization is not opposed to the dredging project and is supportive of the group; 
however, he is concerned about other land sites that may be in neighborhoods and stressed the need 
for an industrial type site for the temporary drying area.  Discussion ensued with no substantial 
resolution.  David Miller asked if there was a timeline for a decision on the property as he was 
concerned that if a decision is not made soon, Miami-Dade County may again lose funds 
appropriated for the project.  Roger stated the newspaper add requesting property has a deadline of 
July 28, 2000.  Roger also stated that his position with the dredging project was supposed to be a 
little side project and it is now taking up 50% of his time. [This was of concern because senior 
county officials advised the Miami River Commission that the dredging project was a priority issue.  
With millions of dollars at stake, it should not be considered a "side project".] 
 

Discussion ensued about the timeline for funding and water quality permitting and whether 
we again will possibly lose federal funding. 
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Use of the FEC Bicentennial Park Slip for Sediment Disposal: 
 This issue was raised at the last meeting and was scheduled for further discussion at this 
meeting.  Jerry Scarborough, ACOE, advised the group that the Army Corps is not going to take a 
position on the use of the slip as that is the responsibility of the local sponsor.  Dianne Johnson, City 
of Miami, provided a copy of the City of Miami deed for the park and the information revealed that 
park and slip are basically a land grant from the State that covers the submerges lands and it was 
dated 1919.  The City will work with the County if filling the slip with dredged spoils is an option.  
City officials feel that filling or partially filling the slip would be advantageous to the city.  Jerry 
Scarborough felt that it would take years and years to convince environmental agencies and 
organizations that utilizing the slip is feasible and therefore the Corps will not pursue that 
objectiveastheybelieveitwilljustprolongandalreadyunbelievablylongproject!  Jerry said if other 
entities want to pursue this avenue then OK, but the Corps will not pursue this endeavor.  Don 
Chinquina guarantees the environmental community would be politically and pragmatically against 
utililizing the slip as a final site for contaminated dredged spoils.  Susan Markley DERM advised 
that the Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve Act would be another hurdle to overcome.  David Miller will 
discuss this issue with environmental organizations.  The group agreed that under no circumstances 
would the c 4 slip" issue slow down the conventional upland disposal plan for the sediments. 
 
Summary of FIND meeting: 

Dianne Johnson, Susan Markley and David Miller met with David Roach, Executive Director 
of Florida Inland Navigation District (FIND).  The result of the meeting was that FIND would enter 
into a local agreement with the County and/or City to provide matching funds for the dredging 
project.  The City of Miami will make a presentation at the next F@ Board of Commissioner 
meeting.  David Roach was very receptive to the local agreement and will recommend that procedure 
at the FIND board meeting. 
 
Army Corps Issues: 

Jerry Scarborough will initiate the submission of the water quality permit without the land 
acquisition and will modify the permit once we get the land issue resolved.  The Corps will be 
requesting a variance from the Department of Environmental Protection.  Preliminary meetings with 
the DEP indicate they understand the need for a variance and will look favorably at the request.  
Jerry advised that a Corps hired consultant is currently conducting an updated survey of the river 
sediment and this report should be done by August 2000. 
 
Fact Sheet on Contaminated Sediments: 
 David Miller, with technical assistance from DERM and the Army Corps, developed a fact 
sheet to explain to the public what "contaminated sediments" really means.  All members were asked 
to review the sheet and provide David with any comments. 
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New Business: 
 David Miller advised the group that there is a line item in the House of Representatives 
budget for $4 million dollars for Miami River dredging.  This is significant because the budget 
submitted by the Clinton Administration did not contain any funds for Miami River dredging.  This 
appropriation is the result of hard work by our South Florida delegation and they deserve full credit 
for this appropriation.  Final federal budget approval will occur near October 1, 2000 when the 
President signs the budget. 
 
 The next meeting was scheduled for August 10, 2000 at the U. S. Coast Guard office.  The 
meeting adjourned at 12:00 Noon. 
 
 

Managing Director, Miami River Commission 
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Summary of August 17, 2000 meeting 

 
 The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group meeting was called to order at 10 
am in the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 McArthur Blvd., 2nd floor Administration 
Bldg., Miami, FL.  The attendee list is enclosed, and the meeting was chaired by Dick Bunnell. 
 
Agenda item I, Land Acquisition: 
 

 Roger Hernstadt of Miami-Dade County is in charge of acquiring a temporary disposal site 
for dredged fill, but unfortunately he is on vacation until September 6, so Aleida Arrazcacta 
represented the county.  Arrazcacta reported that the County placed two ads in local publications 
soliciting berthing and fill locations.  The eight responses are being reviewed by the county, starting 
with the berthing locations.  The county is deciding whether to place a resolution on the proposed 
temporary disposal site, bound by NW 37th Ave. on the west, NW 33rd St. in the South, NW 36th Ave. 
in the East and NW 35th ST in the north, on the Miami-Dade Board of County Commissioners 
agenda for September or October agenda.  Glenn Schuster, Army Corps of Engineers, is preparing 
the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) water quality application, and can't complete it 
without a confirmed temporary disposal site.  The proposed vacant parking lot is five miles upriver.  
Glen Schuster stated the further the site is from Biscayne Bay, the better for the water quality permit. 

 Walter Revel offered his assistance in asking DEP Secretary Struhs to facilitate the 
application process, which according to Glen Schuster could take a year. 

 Don Chinquina, Tropical Audobon Society, recognizes the need for dredging the Miami 
River and pledged his support to secure the proposed NW 36th Ave and NW 33rd Street temporary 
drying location.  In addition he asked that all available technology be utilized in an effort to provide 
a sound environmental dredging project. 
  Miami River Commission managing director, David Miller, stated Representative Carrie 
Meek is on the appropriations committee and her concerns are the City and County working together 
in a partnership and identifying the drying location.  Rep. Meek worked to get the dredging funding 
last year and is willing to work for allocation this year. 
 
Agenda item II, Status of Corps Surveys: 
 
 Army Corps of Engineers Miami River Dredging project manager, Jerry Scarborough, 
reported the hydrographic surveys were completed.  John Bearce, Army Corps of Engineers, reported 
that the fieldwork is done, and the survey paperwork will be completed by August 25, 2000.  New 
arial photographs are included.  The Corp's consultants will start taking samples of the sediment 
from the river no later than early September to determine the content of the sediment (is it sand, 
mud, how deep is the rock, etc.) and therefore, how long it will take to dry.  Once started the 
fieldwork should only take a few weeks.  In response to a letter from the County concerning the 
Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA), the Corps of Engineers will finish a draft of the PCA by the 
end of September.  The County will review it, provide their comments and revisions, and return it to 
the Corps.  Once everyone is satisfied, the PCA will be sent to the Army Corps of Engineers 
headquarters to be reviewed and approved.  The Corps will work on the DEP water quality permit 
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public meetings concerning the dredging project and amount of sediment and water testing 
completed by the Army Corps of Engineers and Department of Environmental Education will help 
expedite required permits. 

David Miller reported that in a preliminary meeting with Mr. Green and other DEP personnel 
they understood that the current contaminated sediment is flowing into bay due to vessel activity and 
during periods of heavy rainfall, and delaying the project is resulting in further damage.  The 
environmental improvement will greatly outweigh any temporary conditions caused by dredging. 

Glenn Schuster, Army Corps of Engineers, pointed out a report which stated that the 
contamination caused by turbidity of ship traffic is significantly greater than anything caused by the 
dredging itself The Army Corps of Engineers designs its projects to comply with all state and federal 
water quality regulations. 
 
Agenda item III, Status of FIND Application: 
 

Diane Johnson, City of Miami Department of Real Estate and Economic Development, 
reported that the county is amending its Florida Inland Navigational District (FIND) grant 
application to include the City of Miami's financial portion of the dredging project.  This amendment 
would add $300,000 to the County's application for matching FIND funds for dredging.  Miami-
Dade's FIND application, requesting $300,000 of matching funds, was already approved.  FIND 
director, David Roach, told Mrs. Johnson that amending the county's application to $600,000 of 
matching funds would result in less administrative work for FIND, than having two separate grants 
from the City and County.  The FIND Commission will vote on the matter August 19. 
 
Agenda item IV, Fact Sheet: 
 

 At the July 31 Dredging Working Group meeting, Miami River Commission Managing 
Director, David Miller, presented a draft dredging fact sheet which would be distributed to the 
public, press, politicians, etc.  He asked for any suggested revisions.  Receiving none, the fact sheet 
was adopted, and has been used in Miami River dredging presentations. 
 
Agenda item VI, New Business: 
 
  The next meeting was scheduled for Wednesday September 13, 10 AM at the U.S. Coast 
Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 McArthur Blvd., Administration Bldg., 2nd floor, and the meeting 
was adjourned. 
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MIAMI RIVER COMMISSION 
DREDGING WORKING GROUP 

 
Summary of September 13, 2000 meeting 

 
 The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group meeting was called to order at 10 
am in the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 McArthur Blvd., 2nd floor Administration 
Bldg., Miami, FL.  The attendee list is enclosed, and the meeting was chaired by Dick Bunnell. 
 
Status of FIND application: 
 
 Dianne Johnson from the City of Miami reported that city and county staff made a 
presentation at the Florida Inland Navigation District (FIND) Commissioner meeting on August 19, 
2000.  The FIND Commissioners approved an interlocal agreement with the county in which FIND 
would provide a 50% match for funds expended by both the city and county for the dredging project, 
excluding land costs.  This will be a single agreement between FIND and the county.  FIND staff 
recommended the single agreement vice having an agreement with both the city and the county.  
FIND is aware that this project is a multiyear project.  The FIND Commissioners are all very 
supportive of the project and providing FIND matching funds for dredging commercial waterways of 
Florida is their number one priority.  The FIND funding process does require an update each year of 
the funding requirements for the Miami River dredging project.  Basically, this year FIND will 
provide matching funding of approximately $600,000 for the project. 
 
 Land Acquisition: 
 

Roger Hernstadt provided an update of the status of the county's progress on acquiring a 10-
acre parcel for the temporary drying site and the riverside berthing site for the barges and sediment 
transfer to the drying site, Roger stated that the county is progressing with the acquisition and will 
provide a presentation to the Community Council this evening concerning the 10-acre drying site.  
This 10-acre site is east of Miami Jai-Alai and is currently and unused parking lot With reference to 
the riverside berthing site, the county is in discussions with two property owners and Roger is very 
optimistic that an agreement will be reach soon.  He further advised the group that when the Board 
of County Commissioners hears the resolution on the 10-acre parcel for use as a temporary sediment 
drying site that they will also be informed of the determination on the berthing site.  The Board will 
hear these issues on October 3, 2000.  Discussion ensued.  Fran Bohnsack asked Roger if 
Commissioner Morales would be attending this Community Council meeting because the 
Commissioner wanted to ensure this issue was brought before the public before it went to the Board 
of County Commissioners.  Roger explained that this was not a public hearing as discussed by 
Commissioner Morales.  Roger is working with the Commissioner's staff to schedule a public 
hearing concerning the 10-acre site.  Roger believes this public hearing will be scheduled in the near 
future.  Scott Mitchell advised the group that it is the MRC's position that ww want to be a good 
neighbor and work closely with the local community and utilize best management practices to 
minimize any disruption to the community.  The Corps representatives agreed with this approach.  
Jerry Scarborough asked Roger if the county was also going to provide the area that currently houses 
a taxi repair facility.  Roger said the county would look into acquiring that property also. 
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Status of Corps Surveys: 

 
Jerry Scarborough advised the group that the surveys are completed; however, the written 

report is not finalized.  Jerry advised the group that the preliminary results show 468,000 cubic yards 
within the boundaries of the federal navigation channel.  This is somewhat lower than the last survey 
in 1991/1992, which showed 513,000 cubic yards.  Discussion ensued.  The group questioned Jerry 
about dredging outside the boundaries of the channel,. such as Wagner Creek area.  Jerry said that 
any dredging outside the navigational channel could be made part of this project as an option, but 
dredging outside of the channel would have to be paid in full by the entity that requested the 
dredging.  David Miller advised the group that the City of Miami through their Public Works 
Department has already dredged* some areas of Wagner Creek.  In their Capital 'Improvements 
Projects they have an item to dredge the remaining sections of Wagner Creek.  Dianne Johnson will 
discuss this with the City Public Works Department in the hopes of adding this area of Wagner Creek 
dredging to the Miami River dredging project as the costs would be greatly reduced. 

Jerry stated that when the survey report is completed it would show sediment quantities bank 
to bank.  He does not have any preliminary sediment quantities for bank to bank.  Discussion ensued 
about various options that would be available for additional dredging opportunities. 
 

 New Business: 
 

 There being no new business, the next meeting was scheduled for Wednesday October 11, 
2000 at 10 AM at the U. S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 McArthur Blvd., Administration 
Bldg., 2nd floor, and the meeting was adjourned. 
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MIAMI RI'VER COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF THE DREDGING WORLDNG GROUP MEETING 

October 11, 2000 
 
 
The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group met at 10 am, October 11, 2000, in the 
Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 MacArthur Blvd., 2nd floor, Administrative Building, Miami, 
FL.  Dick Bunnell chaired the meeting, and the attendance sheet is enclosed. 
 
The Dredging Working Group September 13, 2000 minutes were approved.  On October 3, 2000 the 
Board of County Commissioners unanimously passed agenda item 4 (R) a, "Resolution authorizing 
approval of the Miami River Dredging Project Temporary Storage Site located South of NW 36 
Street and West of NW 36 Avenue".  The approval was contingent on the County Manager and 
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) providing details concerning the following subjects/questions: 

1) Will the dredged sediments smell, and if so, how will the odor be controlled? 
2) Will the berms built around the perimeter of the site to contain the sediment withstand 

severe storms? 
3) Provide details concerning the transportation plan for the increased truck activity. 
4) What is the post dredging mitigation plan for the neighborhood? 
5) Is there an opportunity/requirement for employment of community residents? 
6) Where is the final location for disposition of dredged material? 

 
Capt. Miller stated the County Commissioner's require answers to the above issues before they 
approve the Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA).  The Army Corps of Engineers dredging project 
officer, Jerry Scarborough, believes that the Commissioners concerns can be answered logically.  For 
example the berms surrounding the drying site are designed to withstand a 100-year storm. 
 
The Army Corps of Engineers requires the following critical information from the local project 
sponsor, Miami-Dade County: 

1) What is Miami-Dade County going to do about the 2.8 acres of the temporary drying site, 
which is currently leased to Miami Jai-Alai? 
2) What does the County intend to do with the Taxi Meter repair business located on the 
temporary drying site? 
3) When will the County provide the Corps right of entry to the property? 
4) The ACOF, needs the county to provide all utility maps for the property that include 
electrical, water mains, gas mains, sewer & stormwater systems, etc. 

 
Roger Hernstadt was unable to attend the meeting due to flooding problems and Art Tillberg was 
representing the County.  Mr. Tillberg stated the county was working on the above issues and they 
were "progressing forward”, but had no further details.  Ed Carter, ACOE consultant, will be drafting 
a letter for the ACOE to send to the County concerning the above issues. 
 
Ed Carter stated that a minimum of ten acres is necessary for the temporary drying site and the 
ACOE normally prefers 17 to 20 acres.  The construction of the berms reduces the dredge spoil 
holding capacity.  A site less than ten acres would most likely be too small.  The ACOE reported that 
time is of the essence and the local sponsor must provide the details above before construction 
planning can proceed. 
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Art Tillberg stated the acquisition of a berthing site on the riverfront was progressing well and he 
expects this lease to be finalized soon.  Capt. Miller explained that the ACOE could not proceed with 
construction design until the County provides all required land information.  This is critical because 
future funding becomes more difficult to secure if we are unable to demonstrate significant progress 
on the dredging project. 
 
The Corps hydrographic survey of the river showing sediment location and quantities is completed 
and should be available within 60 days.  The ACOE has contracted a company to conduct various 
sediment surveys throughout the river area to determine the levels of sand, rock, and fine silt in the 
sediment.  The results of this survey will help determine how long the dredged sediments will take to 
dry and provide information concerning potential odor problems. 
 
Changing the location of future Dredging Working Group meetings was discussed due to the 
difficulties with strict security measures at the Coast Guard station gate.  The next meeting of the 
Dredging Working Group was scheduled for November 15, 2000 and members will be properly 
notified of any meeting location changes. 
 
The meeting was adjourned. 
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Dredging Working Group 
(PUBLIC DOCUMENT) 

Summary of November 15,2000 meeting 
 
 
 The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group meeting was called to order at 10 
am in the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 McArthur Blvd., 2nd floor Administration 
Bldg., Miami, FL.  The attendee list is enclosed. 
 
Status of Property Acquisition/Leasing: 

Dick Bunnell opened the meeting and the minutes of the October meeting were approved. 
Dick then initiated the discussion concerning the property and a review of the Resolution 

passed by the County Commissioners on October 3, 2000.  A copy of the resolution was provided to 
all attendees, Dick pointed out Section 2 of the resolution that before the County Commissioners 
approves a Project Cooperation Agreement “it will conduct an advertised Public Hearing at 
which the Board will consider plan details to be submitted by the County Manager and others 
pertaining to traffic, odor, a mitigation plan for the neighborhood, employment of community 
residents, the ultimate location for disposition -of project material, and other appropriate 
issues." Discussion ensued.  Roger Hernstadt advised the group that several Commissioners had 
various and wide-ranging concerns about the project. 

Roger also reported that the Corps has received a right-of-entry to the property and Jerry 
Scar-borough responded that the Corps' contractor has already been on the property and has 
completed necessary core borings and other field investigations.  Jerry also stated that the County has 
been responsive to all Corps requests and at this time the Corps has all required information to 
proceed with design and water quality certification.  Jerry and Eddie Carter specifically thanked Tim 
McIntosh of DERM for his prompt and complete response to all Corps requests.  Dick asked if the 
Corps found any major problems concerning utilities that may be located under the site.  Jerry stated 
there are a lot of utilities in the area, but it is too early to determine if any utilities will have to be 
removed.  Jerry emphatically stated that any moving of utilities is not the controlling time factor for 
starting the project.  The controlling factor is the time necessary to get the State of Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) water quality certification (WQC).  Jerry said that 
in his experience it takes 6-12 months after submission of the application for a routine WQC and that 
the Miami River dredging project is not routine.  It was stated that there have been personnel 
changes at FDEP permitting and this factor may add to the length of time +10 obtain the WQC. 

Roger Hernstadt advised the group that a lease agreement for a river site is in progress and a 
contract is very near completion, This site will have 400 feet of riverside dockage and also 200 x 100 
feet of corresponding land adjacent to the dockage area.  Roger advised the Corps that the riverside 
property could be made available to the Corps at any time, as the property owner is cooperative. 
The group discussed the County Resolution and the various conditions and details that need to be 
provided to satisfy the Commissioners' concerns.  Detailed discussion about each specific issue 
revealed there are good and acceptable answers to all Commissioner concerns.  It was noted that the 
Corps would pro-vide some of the responses, but the County Manager would be responsible for 
county related questions.  It was agreed that when we went before the County Commission, the 
Corps, county staff and the NMC would be completely prepared for any question. 



 

 

Water Quality Certification: 
 The next item discussed in detail was the Water Quality Certification application.  This is the 

responsibility of the Corps and Jerry Scarborouoh stated they would have the application into FDEP 
in December.  The application is not difficult or time consuming, but during the FDEP review 
process many questions arise that can cause significant time delays, Delays are currently occurring, 
as FDEP does not have many experienced WQC application reviewers. 

Status of Corps Surveys: 
 Jerry Scarborough stated that all Corps surveys are complete and provided the County and 

MRC with a copy of the river sediment and mapping survey.  This is the survey that shows river 
soundings and reveals the amount of sediment in the navigation channel.  Additionally, the Corps has 
completed the field geotechnical surveys of the sediment, however, a report is not ready at this time.  
This survey will determine the consistency of the sediments and help determine how long it will take 
for the sediments to dry.  If there is a high level of sandy material it will dry fast.  If there is a high 
level of organic silt it will dry at a slower rate. 

Develop a Worklist of Items: 
 It was determined that this item was unnecessary because of the excellent cooperation that is 

occurring between the county and the Corps.  The Corps has received all items they have asked for 
from the county. 

New Business: 
Dredging areas outside the navigation channel was discussed.  Jun Gardiner asked about 

dredging the tributaries to the liver.  Jerry Scarborough stated that the River dredging project is for 
the navigable channel and any other dredging areas could be added to the project, however, it would 
be have to be fully funded by whatever entity wanted the dredging and that entity would have to get 
the necessary WQC permit,.  

 There being no new business, the next meeting was scheduled for Wednesday January 10, 
2001 at 10 AM at the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 McArthur Blvd., Administration 
Bldg,, 2nd floor, and the meeting was adjourned. 
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Summary of January 10, 2001 meeting 
 
 

The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group meeting was called to order at 10 
am in the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 McArthur Blvd., 2nd floor Administration 
Bldg., Miami, FL.  The attendee list is attached. 
 

Dick Bunnell opened the meeting and requested all attendees to provide self-introductions. 
Dick then asked Roger Hernstadt to give a report concerning the status of the land for the 

temporary drying site and the riverside site.  Roger stated that the lease for the berthing site on the 
river should be finalized within the next 30 days.  Roger stated that the Corps of Engineers has 
already been given access to the site.  Roger next discussed the temporary drying site that is 
approximately 8 acres.  Roger also said he hoped that an additional 2 acres (contiguous with the 8-
acre site) would become available after future negotiations between the County and the Jai Alai 
Fronton.  Roger stated the County will be negotiating with the owners of the “Taxi Meter” building 
on January 16th and he expects a suitable agreement can be reached to provide this property for the 
temporary drying site.  The Corps is already planning to have this property for the project. . 

David Miller provided a short overview concerning the requirement to go before the County 
Commissioners again to provide additional project details such as: construction design, truck traffic 
issues, potential odor problems, etc.  It was clearly noted that once the Corps has completed design 
of the project, the answers to Commissioner's questions would be available. 

Jerry Scarborough, Corps project officer, stated that the application for the Water Quality 
Certification (WQC) has not yet been submitted to the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP), but he expects it will be submitted next week.  The Corps has been talking to 
FDEP, however, FDEP has not assigned a project officer and the Corps is worried about FDEP 
personnel shortages.  Discussion ensued about the timeline for approval of the permit and it is 
expected to take a minimum of 6 months.  Dick Bunnell said the Miami River Commission is ready 
to provide assistance to help expedite the WQC review and approval process.  Discussion ensued. 

A general discussion was carried out concerning the proper time to go back before the 
County Commissioners for their final approval.  The limiting factor is when the Corps would be 
ready and Jerry Scarborough stated that by the end of March the Corps would be ready to answer all 
questions. 
Scott Mitchell suggested the dredging group be proactive in the public relations arena and possibly 
educate property owners about the project.  The Corps advised that they could provide a one day 
educational forum for both regulators and citizens.  Jerry Scarborough will advise David of the dates 
of these one-day forums.  Additionally, it was suggested that the group solicit the expertise of a 
public affairs specialist to help educate and answer the public's questions.  David recommended that 
we need to be able to respond to the smell question before we become proactive in the public 
relations business.  The end result was that David and Scott would talk with some public relations 
professionals to determine what public relations action should be taken.  The Corps stated they have 
video footage that we could use in our public relations endeavors. 

Carlos Espinosa advised the group that the County has requested $2.25 million from the state 
for their share of the local funding requirements.  This money is needed for acquiring necessary 



 

 

lands and project construction costs.  Roger Hernstadt stated the aviation department (owners of the 
10-acre site)  
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needs $4 million for the purchase of the property and there are additional costs for leasing the 
riverside site. 

Jerry Scarborough reported they have sent out numerous letters to utilities concerning 
electrical cables and pipelines crossing the river and have received most of the information they 
need.  Jerry reported that FPL would have to move their cable crossing at the Second Avenue Bridge. 

There being no new business, the next meeting was scheduled for Thursday March 1, 2001 at 
10 AM at the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, 100 McArthur Blvd., Administration Bldg., 24 
floor, and the meeting was adjourned. 
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Summary of March 1, 2001 Meeting 

 
 The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group meeting was called to order at 10 

am in the auditorium of the Rosenstiel School of Marine and Atmospheric Science located at 4600 
Rickenbacker Causeway, Miami, FL.  The attendee list is attached. 
 

David Miller opened the meeting and requested all attendees to provide self-introductions. 
David then asked Carlos Espinosa from Miami-Dade County DERM to provide an updated 

status of the land and lease acquisitions required to be completed by the project's local sponsor.  
Carlos stated that Roger Hernstadt, who is responsible for the land issues, could not attend today.  
However, Roger did brief Carlos on the issues and Carlos reported that the negotiation with the 
"Meterman" property is moving along favorably.  The County is also discussing land options with 
the Jai Alai owners.  Carlos reported that all land issues are moving forward and he does not see any 
land issue problems developing.  David Miller explained that he had discussions with the owner of 
the Jai Alai and they may be interested in selling their property and relocating to another area.  The 
Jai Alai owner is aware that Miami-Dade Expressway and Florida Dept. of Transportation (FDOT) 
will eventually need to obtain a large partial of the Jai Alai property for the Miami Intermodal Center 
(MIC) rail and road connections.  Additionally, the county may need additional parking for the 
airport construction.  David suggested that the Jai Alai owners might be open to an offer to purchase 
the property, which could help improve the efficiency of the dredging project.  Discussion ensued. 

Jerry Scarborough advised the group that the Corps would need real estate certification for 
any property used for the dredging project.  Art Tillberg, NMC, advised that meetings have been held 
with the Jai Alai owners and the owners of the riverfront property and all negotiations were 
proceeding in a positive direction. 

Jerry Scarborough next reported on the status of the DEP Water Quality Certification (WQC) 
and stated the application was submitted and the Corps and DEP have met to discuss the WQC 
issues and the meeting was very positive.  Glenn Schuster, Corps expert in WQC issues, explained 
that the WQC is going into the agency comment period.  Glenn also reported that since about half of 
the river is considered Outstanding Florida Waters (OFW) and has a no degradation standard, that 
the Corps has requested a variance so the entire river would be considered Class 3 waters.  The DEP 
fully understands the need for the variance and the Corps does not expect any problems, but there are 
no guarantees.  Jerry advised that the Corps and DEP have weekly conference calls and will keep 
updated on the progress of the WQC.  The individual responsible for primary review of the WQC is 
Mr. Kent Edwards of DEP. 
Jerry stated that the Corps has had a tremendous response to their Request for Information and 
received formal responses from 17 different entities.  All were in favor of the open type contract that 
allowed companies to help design the project using innovative technology.  Jerry was very pleased 
with the response and the ideas that were presented 

Carlos Espinosa reported that the county is requesting $2.25 million from the state for their 
share of the financial partnership.  Carlos recommended that industry could help by sending letters to 
their legislators seeking support for the $2.25 million appropriations.  David stated that he and Dr. 
Fran
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Bohnsack will be heading to Tallahassee next week to seek support for the state's dredging 
appropriations.  Discussion ensued concerning land appropriations and potential credit from the 
Corps. 

David reported that the Miami River Commission has sent letters to all of Florida's 
Congressional Representatives from south Florida and to both Senators requesting their support for 
federal appropriations for $10 million for the dredging project.  David encouraged industry 
representatives to contact or write their congressional members requesting support for the federal 
appropriations.  Dr. Bohnsach suggested we should meet with Senator Nelson, as he is new this year. 

Discussion ensued concerning the required presentation by the Corps before the Miami-Dade 
County Commissioners.  Jerry advised that he would be prepared to discuss the worst case scenario, 
that is the conventional dredging proposal utilizing the berms and the temporary storage area.  Jerry 
advised that the winning contractor might be one utilizing an innovative approach that does not 
utilize the entire temporary storage area.  Carlos suggested that the group be fully prepared with all 
the answers before we go before the Commissioners.  The Group suggested that we plan for the last 
Commission meeting in April for the presentation, but we will delay if not fully prepared. 

There being no new business, the next meeting was scheduled for 10 am, Tuesday, April 10, 
2001 at the Rosenstiel School, and the meeting was adjourned. 
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Summary of May 15, 2001 Meeting 

 
The Miami River Commission Dredging Working Group meeting was called to order at 10 am 

in the auditorium of the Rosenstiel School of Marine and Atmospheric Science located at 4600 
Rickenbacker Causeway, Miami, FL.  The attendee list is attached. 

Dick Bunnell opened the meeting and stated the MRC video about the river and the 
importance of the dredging project is complete and it was shown to the group. 
Members thought the video was great and felt it correctly told the story of the river and why the 
dredging project was necessary and how it would benefit the community. 

Roger Hernstadt then provided an update of county actions.  He advised the group that the 
focus of the public meeting in Melrose should focus on the importance of the project to both the 
environment and the economy.  Similar discussion ensued about the scheduled County 
Commissioner meeting on May 22, 2001 where the Commissioners would review new information 
about the project and vote to move forward with the project.  A general presentation schedule was 
discussed with the Corps providing the bulk of the presentation and the NMC showing the video.  
Maria Leverant, from Commissioner Morales' office, suggested that a short fact sheet be provided for 
the Melrose presentation.  Members agreed this would be beneficial and a fact sheet will be created.  
Concern was expressed that internal county issues (such as making a community park out of the 
drying site after the dredging project) may derail the important point of moving the dredging project 
forward.  County personnel clearly advised the group that this would not pose a problem.  Discussion 
continued along these lines and eventually all members became comfortable that we had the best 
presentation possible for both the Melrose and County Commission presentations.  The Corps 
emphasized that the exact dredging process will not be finalized until the Corps selects a contractor, 
however, the presentations will discuss the various different dredging methods that have been 
discussed by various dredging contractors. 

Discussion was initiated about the timeline of the project.  Jerry Scarborough said that the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should be completed by December 2001.  Jerry stressed that 
the Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) must move forward promptly as it must be signed by both 
the Corps in Jacksonville and County, then it must be forwarded to Washington for Corps 
Headquarters approval.  The PCA must be signed and approved before the RFP process can start.  
Additionally, the Water Quality Certification from FDEP must be approved or a "letter of intent" 
issued before the PCA can even be forwarded to the Corps in Washington.  Discussion ensued.  In 
closing, Jerry Scarborough said he would get a draft PCA to the county for their review as soon as 
possible. 

Discussion ensued about how close the Corps can dredge with respect to bridges and 
seawalls.  Currently, the Corps policy is to come up to 25 feet from bulkheads and bridges unless 
granted authority by the local sponsor.  The county will look into this issue as the river is narrow and 
dredging only the areas more than 25 feet from seawalls and bridges would negate the project.  
County officials would like to dredge as close as possible to bridges and seawalls.  David Miller also 
mentioned that some existing piers and docks (notably by the 5h Street Bridge) are actually built 15-
20 feet into the navigable channel and their situations must be reviewed.  These docks and piers will 



 

 

probably have to be removed from the navigable channel.  Several members commented that the 
property owners probably do not have the required legal permits.
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No new business came before the group and the meeting was adjourned at Noon. 
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RIVER SEDIMENTS DREDGING AND DISPOSAL 
MAINTENANCE DREDGING OF MIAMI RIVER 
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 
LEAD AGENCY:  Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 
COOPERATING AGENCY:  NONE 
 
The Miami River is extremely important to the City of Miami, Dade County, and South 
Florida as an economic center, recreational vessel route, and an environmental focal 
point.  The river has never been dredged since its construction in the early 1930s and 
has become silted to a point that is impeding ocean-going vessel traffic.  The U.S. 
Coast Guard has stated that if the current rate of shoaling continues, Miami River will 
present an unacceptable navigation safety risk over the next five years.  This would 
have profoundly adverse impacts on the businesses developed along the river, which 
employ thousands of Miami-Dade residents.  In addition, the Miami River bottom 
sediments have been determined to contain heavy metal contaminants that are being 
flushed out to Biscayne Bay by tidal actions and storm events.  The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Jacksonville District, and the local sponsor, Miami-Dade County, has 
proposed to dredge the Miami River to its authorized navigation depth; and thus, 
remove the contaminated sediments.  This Environmental Impact Statement analyzes 
the effects, beneficial and adverse, of that proposed action. 
 
For more information, contact Mr. Kenneth R. Dugger, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Planning Division, P.O. Box 4970, Jacksonville, Florida  32232-0019, phone (904) 232-
1686 or facsimile 232-3442.  Additional comments must be received by 13 May 2002. 
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of Engineers 
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SUMMARY 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
ON MAINTENANCE DREDGING OF THE MIAMI RIVER 

DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
 
 
NEED OR OPPORTUNITY 
 
The Miami River has two needs that are addressed in this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
The first concerns navigation. The accumulation of sediments in the main shipping channel makes it 
narrower and shallower which will force the large vessels to cease operation on the river within the 
next five to 10 years, jeopardizing the economic feasibility of the river's shipping industry (Miami 
River Master Plan, City of Miami Department of Planning, Building and Zoning, 1992). 
 
The U.S. Coast Guard had stated that an unacceptable navigational safety risk would exist on the 
River if the current shoaling rate is observed over the next five years. The navigation problems could 
stimulate shipping interests to relocate activities to the competing ports of Dania, Palm Beach, and 
Manatee (Tampa). 
 
Accomplishment of sediment removal from Miami River is a maintenance responsibility under the 
authorized Federal navigation project. 
 
The second need is for the removal of the river sediments containing trace metals, petroleum 
hydrocarbons, and synthetic organic chemicals that originated from various point and non-point 
sources.  Concern has been expressed by numerous Federal, State, and local agencies relative to the 
introduction of sediments into Biscayne Bay that would adversely affect sensitive estuarine habitats.  
 
Removal of sediments beyond that removed for navigation (Federal interest) is of local interest and is 
to be done at non-Federal expense. 
 
MAJOR FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The major beneficial impacts of the project include improved access to commercial facilities by 
vessels, increased vessel capacities resulting from improvements to the channel, improved safety, and 
the decreased likelihood of the loss of shipping activities to competing ports. The removal of 
contaminated sediments would improve overall long-term water and sediment quality of the Miami 
River, fish and wildlife habitat and eliminate the continuing movement of contaminated sediments into 
Biscayne Bay.  
 
The major adverse impacts include the short-term effects of dredging actions on water quality, 
increased river traffic consisting of dredges, deck barges, towboats, and crew boats, and the increased 
possibility of vessel-manatee collisions. Additional adverse impacts may result from the disposal of 
dredged sediments from the Miami River containing low levels of contamination.  Temporary 
socioeconomic impacts include disruptions to navigation, waterborne commerce, and recreation due 
to space constraints within the Miami River.  Limited impacts on aesthetic value and short-term 
increases in noise will occur in the vicinity of dredging operations.  Some temporary (and probably 
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intermittent) odors will likely be created by the handling of dredged materials in the immediate 
vicinity of the project.  These issues and mitigation measures are summarized below.  
 
The greatest potential for impact on water quality from implementing the project involves the 
introduction of sediments from the bottom into the water column.  Chemical contaminants present in 
suspended sediments have a potential for entering the food web and becoming concentrated in higher 
predators such as birds, sharks, or dolphins.  Float-suspended silt curtains will be required in an 
attempt to reduce turbidity impacts.  Project performance specifications will require the contractor to 
meet water quality standards imposed by regulatory agencies regardless of the type dredge plan utilized 
to construct the project.  However, resuspension of sediments into the water column and the spreading 
of contaminated sediments into Biscayne Bay currently exist; this will continue to occur under the 
without-project scenario.  
 
Sediment quality impacts associated with the various alternatives involve the spread of contaminated 
sediments to regions of Biscayne Bay.  Dredging equipment agitates the bottom deposits.  Suspended 
sediments are subject to transport by currents to Biscayne Bay.  Mechanical removal of debris will be 
used in conjunction with either mechanical dredging or in advance of hydraulic dredging.  
 
The primary potential impact on threatened and endangered species stems from the use of watercraft 
and their collisions with manatees.  To minimize the occurrence of vessel-manatee collisions, the Corps 
will include standard USFWS manatee protection provisions in the construction specifications provided 
to contractors.  
 
There are many environmental considerations associated with placement of dredged materials in a 
temporary or permanent repository location.  A major environmental consideration is the effect that 
dewatering and rainwater passing through deposited materials will have on ground and surface 
waters.  The most recent TCLP (Toxicity Characteristics Leaching Procedure) tests made on sediments 
from the Miami River indicate that the sediments are not hazardous, but do not meet local criteria for 
unrestricted disposal as clean fill.  Because the material dredged from the Miami River must be treated 
as solid waste, its disposal would be required to meet all applicable federal, state, and local solid waste 
disposal requirements.   
 
Without the project, contaminated sediments would continue to be discharged into Biscayne Bay, an 
Outstanding Florida Water, an aquatic preserve, a National Park (at the southern reach), and a 
significant environmental resource.  The EIS and its accompanying Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act Report document adverse effects of the Miami River sediments on the Biscayne Bay ecosystem.  
It appears reasonable to conclude that the State of Florida and the Federal Government would not 
continue to allow the unabated discharge of contaminated sediments from the Miami River.  If the 
contaminated sediments are not removed from the river, closure of the Miami River as a port facility 
may be the only recourse for protecting the integrity of the Biscayne Bay ecosystem. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 
No-Action and the proposed action alternatives are considered.  No Federal action would mean that the 
Miami River channel widths and depths would continue to be reduced resulting in further 
degradation in navigation safety, shipping being relocated to competing ports, the transportation of 
sediments to Biscayne Bay, and adverse effects on Biscayne Bay ecosystem. 
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The recommended plan is to issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) from private industry to determine 
a selected Contractor, working in partnership with the Jacksonville District of the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE), to dredge the Miami River in Miami, Florida in an effort to remove polluted 
bottom sediments from the river and restore the river to its Federally authorized dimensions.  The 
RFP solicitation is being used more effectively to ensure the use of innovative technology for 
disposal of contaminated sediments and to capture possible cost and time savings. 
 
DREDGING/HANDLING/DISPOSAL OPTIONS 
 
Options for dredging of the Miami River include: 
 

1. A mechanical operation to remove debris and dredged material from the river. 
 

2. A mechanical operation to remove debris from the river followed by a hydraulic 
operation to remove sediments. 

 
3. A combination of the above. 

 
Transportation/disposal options include: 
 

1. Move materials removed from the Miami River by barge to a disposal or handling 
site. 

 
2. Move materials removed by hydraulic pump to disposal or handling site. 

 
3. Dispose of materials at a site directly accessible by barge or pipeline from Miami 

River. 
 

4. Dispose of materials at a site away from the project area, requiring shipment of 
dredged materials overland by truck and/or rail. 

 
5. Treat materials for beneficial use or unrestricted dumping at a site accessible by barge 

or pipeline from Miami River. 
 

6. Treat materials for beneficial use at a remote site, requiring shipment of dredged 
materials overland by truck and/or rail. 

 
Permanent disposal sites include: 
 

1. Previously dredged navigation (berthing) slips in the project area. 
 

2. Existing “holes” in Biscayne Bay; i.e., areas of deeper water in the bay where 
dredged material could be dumped. 

 
3. New manmade “islands” to be created in Biscayne Bay. 

 
4. Ocean disposal in a designated ocean dredged material disposal site (ODMDS). 

 
5. Upland sites approved for accepting the removed sediments. 
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6. Virginia Key, an island in Biscayne Bay, where an old landfill exists that could be 

modified to accept the dredged materials. 
 
Should treatment of dredged materials be utilized, the following treatment techniques have been 
considered to render the dredged sediments a beneficial use material or acceptable for unrestricted 
disposal in a permitted landfill or designated dredged material disposal area: 
 

1. Dewater and dry dredged materials near the Miami River where decant waters can be 
easily returned to the river. 

 
2. Send dredged materials to a municipal wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) where 

wastewater would be treated and solids removed. 
 

3. Dredged materials would be incinerated to remove organic materials and volatile 
metals (such as mercury). 

 
4. Pozzolanic solidification and stabilization (PSS) of the dredged material, where the 

sediments are mixed with a cement to form a concrete-like substance. 
 
Temporary or interim disposal sites include: 
 

1. Lands adjoining Palmer Lake, near the Miami River, could handle all dredged 
materials from the project during dewatering. 

 
2. Virginia Key was also considered for interim disposal utilizing, areas near the old 

landfill for dewatering. 
 

3. Miami City Parks, three city parks near the project were identified that could be 
temporarily used for dewatering. 

 
4. The Miami-Dade Jai-Alai Stadium parking lot, located near the Miami River. 

 
Of the above four interim disposal sites, only the Miami-Dade Jai-Alai Stadium parking lot has been 
studied in detail. 
 
ISSUES RAISED BY THE PUBLIC AND AGENCIES 
 
Concerns have been expressed by citizens and agency personnel over the degradation of water 
quality in the Miami River and Biscayne Bay caused by the resuspension of contaminated bottom 
sediments and increased turbidity, possible harm to marine life (especially the West Indian manatee) 
in the Miami River, possible contaminated runoff and leachate from the disposed dredged materials, 
and impacts to seagrass beds in receiving waters downstream.  The public has also expressed 
concerns for odor problems emanating from the drying dredged materials, noise, increased truck 
traffic on streets surrounding the interim disposal site, aesthetics of the interim confined disposal 
facility, the possibility of providing breeding water for mosquitoes, and attraction of scavenging birds 
to the interim disposal site. 
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AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 
 
There are no known remaining areas of environmental controversy. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
ON MAINTENANCE DREDGING OF THE MIAMI RIVER 

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
 
 
1.0  PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
1.1 PROJECT AUTHORITY 
 
1.1.1 Initial Authorization 
 
The United States Congress has shown a continuing interest in improvements to the Miami River for 
navigation, pollution abatement, and other allied water purposes.  With near concurrent resolutions, 
the Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate on March 24, 1972, and the Committee 
on Public Works of the United States House of Representatives on June 14, 1972, adopted 
authorizations to address those concerns.  Those resolutions provided the means for the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) to investigate the water and land related resource problems and 
opportunities along the Miami River. 
 
 RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS OF THE UNITED 

STATES SENATE, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, created 
under the provisions of Section 3 of the River and Harbor Act, approved June 13, 
1902, be, and is hereby, requested to review the reports of the Chief of Engineers on 
Miami Harbor, Florida, published as Senate Document Numbered 93, Ninetieth 
Congress, and other pertinent reports, with a view to determining whether any 
modifications of the recommendations contained therein are advisable at the present 
time, in the interest of navigation, pollution abatement, and other allied water 
purposes. 

 
 RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS OF THE HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES, UNITED STATES, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors is hereby requested to review the reports of the Chief of Engineers on 
Miami Harbor, Florida, published as Senate Document Numbered 93, Ninetieth 
Congress, and other pertinent reports, with a view to determining whether any 
modification of the recommendations contained therein are advisable at the present 
time, with particular reference to Miami River, in the interest of navigation, pollution 
abatement, and other allied water purposes. 

 
In the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1974, Congress reaffirmed its continuing 
interest in the Miami River Watershed by authorizing a feasibility study.  The applicable paragraph 
of Section 11 of the WRDA of 1974 is cited below.  The term "surveys" mean feasibility studies. 
 
 SECTION 11.  (b)  The Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized and directed to 

cause surveys to be made at the following locations and subject to all applicable 
provisions of Section 110 of the River and Harbor Act of 1950: 

 
 Miami River, Florida, with a view to determine the feasibility and advisability of 

dredging the Miami River in the interest of water quality. 
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In the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, Congress again reaffirmed its interest for water 
resource improvement in the Miami River watershed by authorizing the removal of river sediments 
from the Miami River and Seybold Canal, removal of abandoned vessels under the control of the 
United States from the Miami River, and participation in the establishment of the Miami River Water 
Quality Commission.  The texts of the applicable sections are cited: 
 
 SEC. 1162.   MIAMI RIVER SEDIMENTS. 
 
  Subject to Section 903(a) of this Act, the Secretary is authorized and directed 

to remove polluted bottom sediments from the Miami River and Seybold Canal in 
Miami, Florida, between the mouth of the Miami River and the salinity control 
structure at 36th Street.  Local interests shall furnish all lands (including dredge 
disposal areas), easements, rights-of-way, relocations and alterations necessary for 
initial dredging and subsequent maintenance before the Secretary removes any such 
sediments.  The non-Federal share of the cost of carrying out this section (including 
the contribution under the preceding sentence) shall be 25 percent. 

 
 SEC. 115.     ABANDONED AND WRECKED VESSELS 
 
  The Secretary shall - (1) remove from the Miami River and Seybold Canal in 

Miami, Florida, between the mouth of the Miami River and the salinity control 
structure of 36th Street, any abandoned vessels and any vessels under the control of 
the United States by reason of their seizure or forfeiture; (2) remove derelict vessels 
from the western shore of Hempstead Harbor, New York; and (3) remove from waters 
off Mona Island, Puerto Rico, the abandoned vessel "A. Regina." 

 
  The Secretary shall enter into an interagency agreement to facilitate the 

removal of any such vessel under the control of the United States with the head of any 
Federal department, agency or instrumentality, which has control of such vessel.  The 
non-Federal share of work authorized by this section shall be one-third, except that 
work authorized by paragraph (3) shall be at full Federal expense. 

 
 SEC. 1157.     MIAMI RIVER WATER QUALITY COMMISSION 
 
  (a)  The Secretary shall make a grant of $50,000, subject to an appropriation 

for that purpose, to the Governor of the State of Florida for the establishment of a 
Miami River Management Commission to develop a comprehensive plan for 
improving the water quality of the Miami River, Florida, and its tributaries and 
managing all activities which affect the water quality and use of such river and 
tributaries.  The commission shall be composed of seven members appointed by the 
Governor.  A grant may be made under this section only after the State of Florida 
agrees to provide amount equal to the amount of the grant to carry out this section.  
(b)  There is authorized to appropriate to carry out this section $50,000 for fiscal 
years beginning after September 30, 1986. 

 
The original USACE Feasibility Study, initiated in 1974, concluded that the removal of contaminated 
sediments must be accompanied by non-Federal actions to control the introduction of pollutants into 
the Miami River to achieve the objectives of improving water and sediment quality.  The study was 
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placed in abeyance in 1977 pending those non-Federal actions.  Upon initiation of regulatory and 
enforcement actions and completion of facility modifications, the study was resumed in 1985. 
 
A Draft Feasibility Report, prepared and circulated in May 1986, concluded that no quantifiable 
National Economic Development Benefits could be identified for the Miami River sediment removal, 
and, therefore, USACE could not recommend that dredging be accomplished.  All local, state, and 
Federal agencies, except one, objected to the conclusions of the study.  Proponent agencies stated 
that there is a need to remove sediments to improve water quality conditions within the area of the 
Miami River and Biscayne Bay and to avoid adverse economic impacts resulting from vessel draft 
restrictions. 
 
In response to extensive public comments and to the new planning capabilities legislated in the 
WRDA of 1986, a new feasibility report was prepared and completed in 1990.  The 1990 Feasibility 
Report concluded that there was no apparent justification for sediment removal for water quality.  
However, the report noted an apparent justification for maintenance dredging, which would enable 
deep draft vessels to use the Miami River in a more efficient manner. 
 
1.2 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The study area, the “Miami River,” is located between Biscayne Bay and the salinity control 
structure, within the City of Miami, Miami-Dade County, on the southeastern coast of Florida 
(Figure 1). 

 
The mouth of the Miami River is located at the northwestern shore of Biscayne Bay.  Across the bay, 
and approximately 2.5 miles from the mouth of the river, are the southern end of Miami Beach, 
Fisher Island, and Virginia Key.  Biscayne Bay is an inlet of the Atlantic Ocean, and is partially 
separated from the ocean by a series of barrier islands.  The southern region of Biscayne Bay is 
managed by the U.S. National Park Service as Biscayne National Park.  The northern end constitutes 
the Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve, which is managed by the State of Florida. 
 
1.3 PROJECT NEED OR OPPORTUNITY 

 
The Miami River has two needs that are addressed in this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
The first concerns navigation.  As stated in the Miami River Master Plan (City of Miami Department 
of Planning, Building and Zoning, 1992): 
 

A binding constraint on the expansion of trade on the Miami River is the sediments 
that have accumulated in the main shipping channel, making it narrower and 
shallower.  Large vessels can pass only at high tide, limiting the number of trips per 
day and the amount of cargo that may be loaded to about 80 percent capacity.  More 
alarming is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers calculation that vessel maneuvering 
width will continue to decrease an average of one foot per year throughout the length 
of the Miami River.  Without dredging, larger cargo vessels will be forced to cease 
operation on the river within the next five to ten years, jeopardizing the economic 
feasibility of the river's shipping industry. 
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The U.S. Coast Guard had stated that an unacceptable navigational safety risk would exist on the 
River if the current shoaling rate were observed over the next five years.  Under present conditions, 
existing vessels run aground and collide with bridges because of reduced channel widths resulting 
from shoaling.  There is a concern that navigation problems could stimulate shipping interests to 
relocate activities to the competing ports of Dania, Palm Beach, and Manatee (Tampa). 
 
Accomplishment of sediment removal from Miami River is a maintenance responsibility under the 
authorized Federal navigation project. 
 
The second need is for the removal of the river sediments containing trace metals, petroleum 
hydrocarbons, and synthetic organic chemicals that originated from various point and non-point 
sources.  Concern has been expressed by numerous Federal, State, and local agencies relative to the 
introduction of sediments into Biscayne Bay through the resuspension of Miami River sediments due 
to vessel traffic or severe storms.  Removal of Miami River sediments has been identified by Miami-
Dade County, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), and other city, county, 
State, and Federal agencies as being essential to any actions to improve the quality of the Miami 
River and eliminate the continued discharge of sediments into Biscayne Bay. 
 
Seal et al. (1994) stated: 

 
In the FDEP and NOAA surveys, the Miami River contains the most 
contaminated sediments in the state.  Every site in the river (canal) system 
has at least one metal enriched more than ten times the expected background 
value.  Two sites have two metals over ten times the expected background, 
seven sites have three metals over ten times background and two sites have 
four metals over ten times background.  One site has a lead enrichment factor 
of over 110 times the expected background value.  Lead and zinc are 
commonly ten times above expected background in Miami River sediments, 
but cadmium, chromium, copper, and mercury are also enriched to 
concentrations ten times above background.  PAHs and PCBs are present at 
every Miami River site, and pesticides were detected at two sites.  The FDEP 
survey detected metal and organic compound contamination at sites south 
and east of Claughton Island and near the Port of Miami, as well as in open 
areas of Biscayne Bay.  Although there are numerous potential sources of 
contaminants in this area, the FDEP sites appear to show a sediment 
contaminant “plume” in Biscayne Bay stemming from the Miami River.  
These findings are significant because these data indicate areas in the Bay 
well removed from sources of contaminants (e.g., stormwater outfalls) are 
experiencing encroachment of contaminants. 

 
Biscayne Bay has been designated as an Aquatic Preserve and Outstanding Florida Waters, and the 
National Park Service has expressed concern that sediment transfer would adversely affect the 
Biscayne National Park.   
 
The “State-of-the-Coast” index maintained by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA) noted that slightly or moderate amphipod (a test organism) toxicity was evident in 
sediments of much of Biscayne Bay.  Severe amphipod toxicity was present in the Miami River 
Sediments and at the northern end of the Bay. 
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Removal of sediments beyond that removed for navigation (Federal interest) is of local interest and is 
to be done at non-Federal expense. 
 
1.4 AGENCY GOAL OR OBJECTIVE 

 
The objective of the proposed project is to remove contaminated sediments and restore the necessary 
operating depth of the navigable water channel in the portion of the Miami River serving the Port of 
Miami in Miami-Dade County, Florida; and, by the removal of these sediments containing trace 
contaminants, prevent them from being carried into Biscayne Bay. 

 
The USACE proposes to dredge the accumulated sediments from the project area of the Miami River 
in a manner that best benefits navigation needs of the Port of Miami while minimizing adverse 
impacts to the natural, cultural, and economic resources of the area.  This will be accomplished by 
dredging bottom sediments from the Miami River by methods that create the least adverse impacts to 
the flora and fauna of the river, as well as Biscayne Bay, while most effectively removing the 
sediments of concern, and, result in minimal disruption to navigational interests utilizing the river. 
 
1.5 RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS 
 
An Environmental Assessment was conducted for this project by the USACE, Jacksonville District, 
in 1990. 
 
1.6  DECISIONS TO BE MADE   
 
This EIS will aid in the decision whether to dredge the Miami River for the removal of accumulated 
sediments and, if the decision is made to dredge the river, the document will aid in the decision of the 
recommended plans for dredging and handling methods and disposal options.  It is the intent that this 
document is somewhat programmatic in nature.  That is, the final method of dredging and disposing 
of sediments from the Miami River has not yet been selected.  This document has attempted to 
address all the likely scenarios for dredging, handling, and disposal options for the sediments from 
the Miami River.  However, if following the receipt of responses to the Request for Proposal (RFP) 
that is to be issued, a method of dredging and/or disposal is selected whose actions have not been 
covered in this EIS, the appropriate NEPA documentation (supplemental or additional) will be 
completed prior to project commencement. 
 
1.7  SCOPING AND ISSUES 
 
Scoping for the proposed project was initiated by Public Scoping Meeting held in the project area in 
September 1990. 
 
1.7.1 Issues Evaluated in Detail 
 
The following issues were identified during scoping and by the preparers of this EIS as relevant to 
the proposed project and appropriate for detailed evaluation: 
 

1. Turbidity and resuspension of sediments in the vicinity of dredging operations 
  
 2. Potential vessel-manatee collisions due to increased river traffic during dredging 
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3. Disruptions to water-borne commerce and recreational navigation 
 
 4. Impacts to aesthetics in the project area 
 
 5. Short-term increases in noise in the vicinity of dredging and interim disposal 

operations 
 

 6. Offensive odors emanating from the interim disposal site. 
 

 7. Increased street traffic in the area of the interim disposal or staging site. 
 

 8. Bird and mosquito control. 
  

1.7.2 Impact Measurement 
 
Bases for impact measurement and comparison are stated more specifically in Section 4.0 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS and other sections of this document and appendices. 
 
1.7.3 Issues Eliminated From Detail Analysis 

 
No pertinent issues have been eliminated from detail analysis. 
 
1.8  PERMITS, LICENSES, AND ENTITLEMENTS 
 
The proposed project is subject to the Coastal Zone Management Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act, Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  With 
respect to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, USACE does issue itself a permit, but does comply 
with the procedural and substantive requirements of the Act (33 CFR 335.2).  In addition, 
coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) on possible impacts to cultural 
resources by the proposed project is required. 
 
1.9 COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL DIRECTIVES 
 
Table 1 summarizes compliance of the proposed project with applicable Federal directives. 
 
2.0  ALTERNATIVES 
 
2.1 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
2.1.1 Dredging 
 
Dredging needs and equipment requirements are tied to technologies and are driven by treatment 
and/or disposal decisions.  Treatment/disposal options typically have high costs and are more 
controversial from a social, political, and regulatory perspective.  Another concern during the 
removal and transport of Miami River sediments is the danger of introducing pollutants into 
previously uncontaminated areas.  This occurs primarily from the resuspension of sediments during 
dredging and from spills and leaks during transport.  Accordingly, the decision to dredge must be 
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made only after consideration of any available non-dredging remedial options, including no action 
and in situ containment or remediation. 
 
2.1.2 Project Requirements  
 
The existing Federal project for Miami River provides for a navigation channel 15 feet deep throughout 
its 5.5-mile length.  The project was authorized in July 1930.  There has never been a maintenance-
dredging project conducted on the Miami River.  Therefore, there is not a dredging history or a 
historically used disposal site available.  In 1993, a USACE report specifically addressed alternatives 
for the dredging and disposal of sediment from the Miami River.   
 
Depths and widths along the river are shown in a typical cross section (Figure 2).  This cross-section 
shows that the shoaled sediments lie above a rock layer and that the majority of those sediments are 
within the dredging template for the existing Federal project. 
 
Preliminary estimates of sediment quantities are tabulated in Table 2.  For purposes of this report it is 
assumed that the Federal navigation channel will result in approximately 600,000 cy of material 
dredged. 
 
As shown in Figure 3 the reduced project dimensions are generally located along the outer edges of 
the main channel at the riverbanks.  The depth and width near the channel center provide marginal 
clearance for the current vessel fleet operating at the port.  However, those vessels require special 
handling in navigating the river because deposited river sediments have reduced the effective channel 
dimensions, which in turn limits the vessel maneuvering area.  Furthermore, additional horsepower is 
needed to overcome the higher friction or drag effects between the vessel’s hull and the bottom and 
side sediments.  
 
Channel shoaling also contributes to the mixing actions that resuspend river sediments.  Channel 
shoaling compounds the mixing action by confining the displaced water moving around an underway 
ship's hull to a smaller area thereby generating higher velocities and increasing turbulence.  
Additionally, terminal operators load ships to their deeper drafts for the export of outbound 
commodities; these transits have to take advantage of the high tides.  It has been observed that it is on 
the outgoing tides and riverine flood flows that the resuspended sediments are transported from Miami 
River to Biscayne Bay. 
 
Commercial vessels presently transiting the Federal project have drafts ranging from eight to 15 feet 
and beams varying from 30 to 45 feet.  Current project channel widths are capable of handling those 
vessels safely and efficiently if the channel dimensions are maintained to the authorized dimensions.  
 
It has been estimated that approximately 600,000 cy of sediments lie on the bottom of the lower 
5.5 miles of the Miami River within the Federal navigation channel.  The thickness of the sediment 
varies from one to three feet in the deeper parts of the river and as thick as five to 10 feet along the 
channel sides as shown in Figures 3 and 4.  The sediments in some areas have high silt-clay content, 
ranging from 61 to 82 percent.  The unwanted sediments are the materials that have settled on the top of 
the rock layer. 
 
Recent surveys indicate that approximately 200,000 CY of additional sediment exists in the Miami 
River in the areas outside the Federal navigation project.  The “non-Federal” dredge material may be 
removed during the Miami River dredging project, but is a 100 percent local cost (no Federal cost 
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share).  Further, the 200,000 cy non-Federal quantity of dredge material does not include tributary 
channels to the Miami River.  This 200,000 cy of sediment is expected to be removed at the expense of 
the local sponsor. 
 
2.1.3 Special Dredging Considerations   
 
Dredging of the Miami River is confined by existing physical conditions.  Existing conditions 
influencing dredging operations include bridge crossings and traffic congestion.  Enlargement of 
horizontal dimensions for more channel width would require modification to existing channel banks 
and result in a subsequent loss of property.  Such widening must be supported with sufficient 
economic benefits to justify the relocation of existing facilities and loss of expensive real estate 
adjacent to the river.  Vertical dimensions are constrained by an underlying rock layer that is the 
approximate lower boundary of the existing Federal project.  The rock layer would be expensive to 
dredge and the impacts of any significant deepening on the Biscayne Aquifer would be difficult to 
ascertain.  Additionally, local shipping interests have not requested any channel improvements, other 
than channel maintenance, to service their existing and projected vessel fleets. 
 
The amount of unclassified and miscellaneous debris expected to be found in the River will require 
the use of a mechanical overwater crane to handle the debris before initiating actual dredging.  
Current bathymetric surveys do not sufficiently identify miscellaneous debris in the Miami River.  
Miscellaneous debris must be classified, removed, and disposed of before dredging the River.  
Dredging contractors indicated that the river might be "dragged" to locate and remove the debris for 
disposal.  However, removal of all debris before dredging is unlikely as the methods for locating it 
are imperfect.  It will be necessary for mechanical dredges to be used for miscellaneous debris 
removal and dredging in tight confines (docks, bulkheads, etc.), regardless of the equipment selected 
for the main removal effort. 
 
The dredging is projected to take approximately 12-18 months to complete dredging and sediment 
disposal because of the complexity of the operation.  One factor affecting the time required to 
complete the dredging activity is the shallow project depths, which will limit construction equipment 
access. 
 
Types of dredges available for use, the advantages and disadvantages of each, and criteria for dredge 
selection are discussed in detail in Section 3.4 of the accompanying Dredged Material Management 
Plan. 
 
2.1.4 Evaluation of Dredging Alternatives   
 
The dredging of the Federal project to the dimensions of 90 to 150 feet wide and 15 feet deep will 
require the removal of 242,912 cy of dredged material.  To compensate for sloughing of the channel 
sides and other sources of material that may enter the channel following dredging, the USACE will 
specify that the channel be initially dredged to 16 feet (where accessible and not limited by limestone 
rock – no rock is to be removed as part of maintenance dredging) as “advanced maintenance 
dredging.”  The USACE contracts for up to one additional foot of “overdepth dredging” to account 
for dredge positioning irregularities.  The extra foot of depth associated with “advance maintenance” 
to 16 feet will require removal of an additional 119,235 cy of material and an additional foot of depth 
associated with “overdepth” to 17 feet will require removal of an additional 151,419 cy of material 
for a Federal channel to total at 513,566 cy.  Assuming a bulking factor of 15-20 percent, the total 
quantity of material to be dredged is approximately 600,000 cy. 
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Two action alternatives and the no-action alternative were evaluated for the study area and are 
discussed below. 
 
Base Plan.  The Base Plan, a requirement for all DMMPs (EC-1165-2-200), identifies the least 
costly, environmentally acceptable plan.  It identifies the base cost for meeting a given objective (in 
this case, managing dredging material to keep the navigation channel in the Miami River open).  This 
alternative is to dredge the Miami River to the authorized federal channel dimensions and dispose of 
the dredged material in an environmentally acceptable manner in accordance with county, state, and 
federal regulations.  The base plan for the Miami River dredging project is modeled after a 
conventional USACE dredging project.  Plans and specifications would be prepared, the project 
advertised, and an award would be made to the lowest bidder.  Sediments would be excavated be a 
mechanical dredge in phases over approximately five years. 
 
The local sponsor would provide an upland interim staging area for unloading of dredged materials 
and dewatering or drying of material in a confined manner.  Dried material would be hauled  to and 
disposed at an appropriate upland landfill.  Upon project completion, the interim site would be 
restored to its preexisting condition.  At the request of the local sponsor, the interim site cannot be 
used for convention diking with open-air drying.  Any plan that proposes to use the interim staging 
area must include confining or covering the material during the drying process.  Open-air drying 
would not be allowed. 
 
Additional details on the Base Plan are located in the DMMP document. 
 
Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative is to issue a Request for Proposal (RFP).  The 
USACE would select a contractor to work in partnership with the Jacksonville District to dredge the 
Miami river in an effort to remove contaminated sediments and restore the river channel to its 
Federally authorized dimensions.  The issuance of an RFP would promote the use of innovative 
technologies for the disposal of contaminated sediments, for reducing impacts to the surrounding 
communities, and to capture possible cost and time savings. 
 
Dredging would be performed by mechanical dredge, hydraulic dredge, or a combination thereof.   
 
Under this alternative, the local sponsor would provide an interim upland staging area and interim 
berthing station adjacent to the river.  Land easements and rights-of-way for the dredging project 
would be the full responsibility of the local sponsor, Miami-Dade County, which is pursuing the use 
of property near the Jai-Alai fronton.  As mentioned,, the interim disposal site cannot be used for 
conventional diking with open-air drying.  Therefore, any plan that uses the interim upland staging 
area must confine the material (e.g., geotubes, etc.)  However conventional diking and open-air can 
be used in the contractor provides another upland staging site acceptable to Federal, state, and local 
authorities. 
 
Additional details of the Preferred Alternative are located in the DMMP document.  
 
No-Action Alternative.  No Federal action would mean that the Miami River channel widths and 
depths would continue to be reduced because of shoaling, particularly near bridges.  Reduced 
channel widths would continue to result in collisions with bridges and other vessels, and in vessels 
running aground.  No action would exacerbate the problem as silt continues to accumulate in the 
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River.  There is concern by commercial interests that further degradation in navigation safety, as the 
result of no action would result in shipping being relocated to competing ports.   
 
This scenario is not a comprehensive management plan for dredged material and is not regionally 
supported.  However, analysis of this scenario is procedurally required under NEPA and is useful for 
comparison purposes.  Without a comprehensive and regionally supported DMMP, dredging and 
disposal would continue on a project-by-project basis, so long as funding and privately developed 
placement options allow.  This type of approach does not take advantage of the economies-of-scale 
or the reliability inherent in any other alternative; hence, the overall cost would likely be high.  This 
project-by-project approach would also increase concerns by Miami River businesses about the long-
term reliability of maintaining their channels and berths.  Concerns such as these are likely to deter 
investment in the region, adversely affecting the expected increase that is currently projected for 
Miami River’s commerce.  This in turn would reduce the dredging required to maintain commerce 
and for navigational safety, further reducing the reliability and economic viability for Miami River 
users.  Eventually businesses would likely move out of the region, with a negative long-term effect 
on the economy. 
 
If the project is not implemented, the transportation of sediments through the mouth of the Miami 
River and into Biscayne Bay will continue.  Adverse effects on the Biscayne Bay ecosystem would 
continue, if not worsen.  There is no known plan for local interests to undertake the maintenance 
dredging of the Federal Project in absence of Federal involvement. 
 
It appears reasonable to conclude that the State of Florida and the Federal Government would not 
continue to allow the unabated discharge of contaminated sediments from the Miami River.  If the 
contaminated sediments are not removed from the river, the closure of the Miami River as a port 
facility may be the only recourse for protecting the integrity of the Biscayne Bay ecosystem. 
 
2.1.5 Transportation and Disposal Options 
 
Optional methods for transporting and disposing materials dredged from the Miami River are 
discussed in detail in the DMMP. 
 
2.1.6 Treatment/Disposal Options 
 
2.1.6.1  Municipal Sewerage Facilities.  Some local interests suggested considering the use of 
existing sanitary sewers along the Miami River and routing the dredged material, in limited doses, to 
the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant located on Virginia Key to be processed with the city's 
sewage.   
 
A 1988 analysis of sediment samples dredged from the Miami River indicates average composition is 
about 14 percent gravel, 59 percent sand, and 17 percent silt and clay.  Gravel cannot flow with the 
liquid in a typical municipal sewer, and would rapidly cause sewer clogging.  Sand damages sewerage 
system pumps, and in such large amounts would very promptly cause a system failure.  Sand and 
gravel that reaches a sewage treatment plant is extracted in a "grit" removal unit at the inlet of the plant.  
If all of the sand and gravel now in the Miami River sediment, over a half million cy in volume, made 
its way through the sewers to the sewage treatment plant, the grit removal system would be 
overwhelmed and a very large material handling and disposal problem created. 
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The silt and clay portions of the Miami River sediment also include a small amount of organic matter 
that might benefit from "sewage treatment."  The remainder of the silt and clay fraction would merely 
add bulk to the sewage solids that must be treated, although the metals present in the sediment may 
inhibit some biological processes at the plant.  If all of the silt and clay now in Miami River sediments 
were fed gradually to the sewer system over a two-year period, approximately 8,000 cy per day of the 
material could arrive at the sewage treatment plant.  This material would increase the volume of dry 
biotreated sludge produced at the plant by the equivalent of that from 1,600,000 persons served by the 
sewer system.  Further, the introduction of salt water into a treatment facility has a potential for 
interfering with bacterial degradation of wastes and causing a plant upset. 
 
USACE comments regarding this option suggest, "the concept of using any municipal sewerage facility 
needs to be dropped from consideration unless the local sponsor holds and saves the Government and 
its contractor harmless from any damage to pipelines, equipment, pumps, and/or processes at the 
treatment facility."  Because of the potential for damage to the transmission system and the wastewater 
treatment process, this option is removed from further consideration. 
 
2.1.6.2 Maximum Density Separator (MDS) – Hydrocyclone.  The hydrocyclone alternative 
would involve a process to separate the fines from coarse-grained material.  Separating the fines 
concentrates the unsuitable material in those sediments leaving the coarser grained material 
potentially suitable for fill.  However, small-scale tests have indicted that coarse material would not 
be suitable for unrestricted fill.  The hydrocyclone would be located at the interim disposal site.  
Dredge material would be moved from a barge through a pipeline to the hydrocyclone.  Fine and 
coarse materials would be separated and go to separate areas.  Excess water from the process would 
be collected and returned to the barge, forming a closed loop system for moving the sediments with 
no discharge into adjacent waters. 
 
The sediments from the Miami River require an area large enough to hold an estimated bulked 
volume of about 900,000 cy.  To hold this material, a temporary area equivalent in size to the interim 
disposal area is required. 
 
Dewatering the hydrocyclone sediments is proposed to be accomplished by a pipe connecting the 
interim site with the sanitary sewer system.  A pump would move the excess water into the sanitary 
sewer system to drain the area.  The sewer system would carry the water to the wastewater treatment 
plant.  The operation would occur at night to minimize the impact on plant operations by introducing 
the excess water for treatment during a non-peak period. 
 
Because the material would not be suitable for unrestricted fill, there would be no apparent advantage 
for using a hydrocyclone.   Further, as previously discussed, the sanitary sewage system would not be 
available for use.  For these reasons, the use of the hydrocyclone is removed from further consideration. 
 
2.1.6.3 Incineration.  Incineration refers to heat treatment of dredged materials by raising temperature 
in a furnace or kiln to a level high enough to destroy organic matter and breakdown hazardous organic 
compounds.  The treatment is effective in removing organic contaminants such as PCBs, hydrocarbons, 
and pesticides.  With carefully controlled kiln temperatures, heavy metal contaminants, such as lead 
and mercury, may be fused into rock-like aggregate that is more stable and less susceptible to leaching 
when exposed to mildly acidic waters, as is some rainwater. 
 
Incineration would reduce the volume of solids to be disposed of by removing organic matter and 
moisture.  However, there is very little organic matter in the study area sediments, and outdoor 
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stockpiling of dredged solids could achieve sufficient drying to accommodate truck or rail transport to a 
permanent repository or disposal site. 
 
Although dredge material scooped from transport barges could be fed directly to an incinerator system 
equipped to handle slightly watery soils, much of the fuel for heat would be expended in evaporating 
moisture.  It would probably be necessary to unload barges rapidly and stockpile (and air dry) dredge 
materials in order to operate an incinerator system at a constant and efficient rate.  Barge deliveries, 
however, are necessarily intermittent, and delays in unloading involve costly demurrage.  Because 
stockpiling and open air drying of dredge materials probably cannot be avoided, and air dried material 
can easily be transported to a repository/disposal site, incineration would be advantageous only if 
incinerated soils could be used directly as aggregate for concrete, road fill, cinder block manufacture, 
etc. 
 
Incinerators for treatment purpose are a matter of concern in air quality maintenance.  High 
temperatures produce significant nitrogen oxide and other pollutant emissions.  Incinerator units must 
be equipped with scrubber systems to remove toxic organics and acidic decomposition products, and 
hazardous metals such as mercury and lead.  It would be difficult to obtain permits to operate such a 
facility in a densely populated urban area.  Cost is a major drawback for incineration treatment.  
Estimated costs for rotary kiln incineration of large volumes of dredged materials range from $135 to 
$540 per cy.  For incinerating 600,000 cy of sediment, the cost would exceed $100,000,000.  Natural 
aggregate materials are available in the Miami area for about $5 per cy, and thus the sale of incineration 
aggregate would not significantly reduce incineration cost. Disposal costs would be reduced, however, 
if a large amount of "aggregate" could be sold as fast as produced.  Sale of all incinerator output 
produced by a Miami River project is doubtful.  If incinerated materials must be transported to a 
disposal site, there is no significant advantage in using the expensive incineration process.  
Furthermore, existing metals concentrations measured in the sediment exceed state criteria for 
incineration of contaminated soils. 
 
Because of these potential difficulties, the use of incineration is removed from further consideration. 
 
2.1.6.4 Pozzolanic Solidification and Stabilization (PSS).  This treatment process would involve 
solidification of the dredged material with cement.  The process binds soil and pollutant materials 
that may be present in the river sediments into a concrete-like substance.  The solidification process 
increases the bulk volume of dredged solids. 
 
If pozzolanic treatment is used, it would be necessary to unload barge loads of the dredgings at a 
suitable site along the Miami River, and to transfer the materials either to a stockpile for decant and 
partial drying or directly to a processing plant.  The processed material can be cast into thin slabs for 
easy fracture and handling by bulk loaders or cast into convenient size cobbles for storage, conveyance, 
and use. 
 
Pozzolanic solidification and stabilization is not a final disposal process in itself and the process is 
expensive (costs are estimated at $75 per cy of materials processed).  The solidified materials must 
be relocated for final disposal at additional cost.  If a suitable disposal site is not in the immediate 
vicinity of the processing plant, additional material transfer and transportation costs are involved. 
 
The regulatory status of pozzolanic solidified and stabilized material is uncertain.  It is unlikely that the 
treated materials can be considered as "dredge material" and thus be eligible for dumping at a 
designated ocean disposal site.  Furthermore, there has been no demonstration that a pozzolanic 
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solidification process will eliminate the sediment characteristics that now preclude an ocean disposal 
option.  In addition, the concrete-like castings or rubble produced would become "solid waste" if not 
used for some beneficial purpose, such as construction material.  Florida Solid Waste Disposal 
Regulation 17-701.040 prohibits the use of solid waste (including clean debris and stabilized material) 
from being used as backfill in sinkholes abandoned limestone quarries or gravel pits. 
 
The cost for solidifying 600,000 cy of sediment would exceed $60,000,000.  A small part of this cost 
could be offset if a valuable product, such as concrete construction blocks, could be produced and sold.  
The possibility of selling a significant percentage of the huge volume of "concrete" that would be 
produced is uncertain.  Most of the produced material would have to be disposed as solid waste (clean 
debris or stabilized material). 
 
Because of the expense and the disadvantages of pozzolanic solidification, its use is eliminated from 
further consideration. 
 
2.1.6.5 Confined Ocean Disposal.  This disposal option would involve the use of geotextile fabric 
containers (GFCs) (slightly different from the geo-bags discussed for dewatering dredged materials 
at the interim disposal site) for open water placement of dredged material at the Miami Ocean 
Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS).  In general, the confined operation consists of placement 
of dredged material into a split-hull barge lined with appropriate geotextiles.  The geotextile fabric is 
closed over the dredged material and sealed forming a GFC.  The GFC would then be released from 
the barge at the Miami ODMDS. 
 
The ODMDS is located on the continental slope.  Depths at the site range from 427 to 785 feet.  The 
depth at the center of the site is approximately 625 feet.  The average declivity of the slope is 
approximately 325 feet per nautical mile.  The surficial sediments were examined by Conservation 
Consultants, Inc. (1995), who reported that the sediments were predominantly fine sands and coarse 
silt.  Sediment composition was reported as being generally uniform and well sorted throughout most 
of the site. 
 
The Miami River sediments have been defined as material that is unsuitable for conventional 
unconfined open water placement at the Miami ODMDS.  Potential water column and benthic 
impacts are areas of concern for unconfined placement of the Miami River sediments at the ODMDS. 
 
Use of GFCs for the Miami River sediments may act as a control measure to reduce water column 
impacts and the GFCs may reduce the degree of spread of material on the bottom.  This can be 
advantageous for subsequent capping.  Capping, the covering of the unsuitable material with a layer 
of suitable material, may be considered as a control measure for potential benthic impacts.  Spreading 
would be limited to the elliptical configuration of the bag, with the fabric effectively preventing any 
larger spread and any formation of a thin apron.  This could have a benefit for capping applications in 
that the footprint of the mound to be capped would be reduced, with a corresponding reduction in the 
volume of capping material required. 
 
The use of GFCs may reduce the dispersion of dredged material fines to the water column and reduce 
the volume of water entrained during descent at the Miami ODMDS.  The presence of the fabric 
essentially acts as a filter cloth in containing suspended solids.  The reduction in entrained water 
would result in a reduced volume of dredged material fluid fraction discharged to the water column.  
Use of GFCs would therefore potentially aid in meeting water quality standards or water column 
biological criteria for projects with stringent standards or small allowable mixing zones. 
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Theoretical and model studies as well as field data were evaluated to determine the suitability of 
confined ocean disposal for the Miami River sediments at an ODMDS.  The confined sediments 
within the GFCs have been characterized in accordance with the “Green Book,” Evaluation of 
Dredged Material Proposed for Ocean Disposal (EPA 503/8-91/001).  Preliminary results indicated 
that the Miami River sediments contained within GFCs do not meet EPA criteria for disposal at the 
ODMDS.  Costs of placing material using GFCs is substantially higher than conventional mechanical 
dredging and bottom dump barge disposal due to the cost of containers, labor, additional facilities, 
and barge modifications.  Estimates generated by the GFC manufacturer have been in the range of 
$25-$35 per cy over normal dredging and disposal cost.  It is estimated that this alternative for 
dredging and disposal of the Miami River sediments at the ODMDS using GFCs will cost between 
$39 million and $48 million. 
 
Because of high costs and the likelihood that confined sediments do not to meet EPA ocean disposal 
criteria, this alternative is removed from further consideration. 
 
2.1.6.6 Unconfined Ocean Disposal.  In assessing the need for ocean dumping, the EPA/USACE 
“Green Book” states that no disposal alternative is considered more desirable than any other and that 
the evaluations are to be made on case-by-case bases.  That is, confined or upland disposal cannot be 
considered environmentally preferable to ocean disposal unless an evaluation of potential 
environmental impact (e.g., groundwater contamination, leachate, runoff impact, permanent alteration 
of the site, etc.) shows it to be so.  Similarly, ocean disposal cannot automatically be considered the 
more desirable alternative.  (Reference: Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Ocean Disposal, 
EPA 503/8-91/001.) 
  
Disposal of dredge material at a designated ocean site is a method frequently used for maintenance 
dredging.  The operating cost of ocean disposal is low in comparison to other disposal methods because 
of the short distance from the Miami River to the nearest designated ocean dumping site, and the 
convenience and economy of unloading hopper bottom barges at sea.  It is less costly to transport the 
dredge material offshore than to transport and place it in a landfill.  In the absence of a suitable fill site, 
dredge materials can, under favorable conditions, be placed at a designated offshore ODMDS.  
However, the 1991 bioassay tests on dredge material from Miami River indicate the material is not 
suitable for disposal at the Miami ODMDS. 
 
USACE has reported that sediments showed high levels of mortality in the amphipod Ampelisca sp. 
exposed to solid-phase sediments from all stations tested.  Significant mortality also occurred in other 
test organisms exposed to solid-phase sediments from some, but not all, stations.  Mortality among test 
organisms in suspended particulate bioassays was not considered to exceed criteria, considering 
dilution in the mixing zone.  Results of these bioassays, however, generally indicate that Miami River 
sediment is not suitable for unconfined ocean disposal at the ODMDS.  (Reference: Miami River Water 
Quality Plan-Draft Report, DERM, 1993.)  Excerpts from DERM’s sediment characterization, Miami 
River Water Quality Plan-Draft Report are attached as Appendix A. 
 
Unconfined ocean disposal could be proposed on a one-time basis if a suitable upland disposal site is 
not identified.  In order for "one-time" unconfined ocean disposal of Miami River sediments to be 
pursued, potential alternatives for upland and nearshore disposal must be exhausted.  It must be shown 
that there are no other economically feasible alternatives for sediment disposal.  In general, the process 
for "one-time" unconfined ocean disposal would involve several steps.  Permitting for transport and 
disposal of dredge material would be initiated by USACE.  The application for dredge material disposal 
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would include a determination of the need for ocean disposal.  The sediments would have to be 
characterized by sampling and analysis according to the Green Book, (EPA/USACE, 1991), which uses 
a tiered approach to the testing process for evaluating sediment suitability for ocean disposal.  After 
testing is complete, the application for ocean disposal would be submitted for concurrence by the EPA.  
If the EPA does not concur with the suitability of the Miami River sediments for ocean disposal, an 
exception for a waiver could be requested.  The recommendation for a waiver would originate from the 
District Engineer for the USACE Jacksonville District.  The recommendation would have to be 
reviewed and concurred with at each step in the military chain-of-command until it reached the 
Secretary of the Army.  If the Secretary of the Army concurred with the waiver recommendation, it 
would be forwarded to the Administrator of EPA for a similar review and concurrence.  There has been 
no precedent for a waiver request. 
 
If the waiver option is requested by the Secretary of the Army and approved by the EPA Administrator, 
a specific site for "one-time" ocean disposal must be designated and approved.  The designation of a 
"one-time" ocean disposal site for the Miami River sediments would require extensive study and 
sampling to assure that no adverse impacts would occur.  This would involve documentation of existing 
bathymetry, geological characterizations, ocean currents, fisheries resources, etc., at the designated site.  
An environmental impact statement will likely be necessary for the "one-time" site designation.  It 
should be noted that the designated ODMDS for approved sediments in the Miami area remains 
designated an "interim" site because of environmental impact concerns. 
 
Because the sediments do not meet EPA ocean disposal criteria, and because of the anticipated 
difficulties in obtaining a waiver for one-time disposal of sediments, this alternative is eliminated from 
further consideration. 
 
2.1.6.7 Inshore Disposal.  This alternative involves depositing the dredge materials in Biscayne 
Bay.  While transportation and placement of dredged materials from the study area to Biscayne Bay 
and placing the materials in a suitable repository may have some environmental consequences, there 
are at least two methods of depositing dredged soils in the Bay.  However, there would be difficulties 
in acquiring permits because state laws generally prohibit disposal of dredged materials within the 
Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve.  In addition, high costs associated with providing adequate 
environmental protection would favor other dredge material disposal alternatives. 
 

1. The first method of inshore disposal is to use dredge materials to fill deep "holes" 
(borrow areas) from which fill materials were previously removed to build uplands or 
create islands.  The river sediments would be transported directly from the dredge site 
to the disposal site by barge, and deposited in the holes.  Turbidity would be 
controlled by float-suspended silt curtains around the work areas.  The objective 
would be to raise bottom depth to the optimum for establishment or re-establishment 
of sea grass beds.  Because of concerns about possible toxicity of dredge material to 
certain organisms, it would be necessary to confine the material during deposition 
and cover deposited dredge materials with a one-meter thick layer of "clean" sand or 
other suitable material.  None of the existing borrow area holes is sufficiently large to 
receive all the sediment now accumulated in the project area and many are not 
directly accessible by loaded transport barges.  Transport barges loaded with dredged 
materials draw 10 feet or more of water.  The original water depth at many of the 
"holes" was considerably less than 10 feet.  Barge transported soils would be scooped 
or pumped from the barges, transported some distance, and carefully placed into the 
borrow areas.  These operations are expensive, and there is no way to avoid 
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temporarily raising water turbidity and/or contaminant levels in the vicinity, although 
surrounding the work area with floating silt curtains could minimize the problem.  
Because Biscayne Bay is a State Aquatic Preserve and Outstanding Florida Water, 
regulations pertaining to dredge and fill activities are restrictive and prohibit 
degradation of water quality. 

 
The cost of procuring, transporting and placing "clean" cover materials to cap the bay 
holes filled with dredge material would be very large.  Providing a one-meter thick 
cover or cap over the disposed sediments would require over 300,000 cy of material 
similar to that of the natural bay sediments.  The total cost of disposing materials 
dredged from the study area would likely exceed the cost of dewatering, transporting 
by truck, and disposing of the dredged solids at an upland disposal site.   

 
2. If there is any new "island" construction to occur in Biscayne Bay, such as expansion of 

Port of Miami facilities, dredged materials from the project area could be used in place 
of other fill materials.  Costs over and above those for ordinary ocean disposal would 
include those for removing dredge materials from barges, placing the materials in the 
fill, and controlling or removing turbidity from any decanted waters.  There would be 
significant logistical problems in matching a need for such fill, if a need for additional 
"islands" occurs, with a requirement for prompt emptying and return of transport barges 
to the project area.  There are too many uncertainties to be able to estimate costs for 
comparing this alternative to other dredge material disposal options.  No known 
projects requiring new "island" construction are planned in the vicinity of the Miami 
River.   

 
Obtaining permits for the construction of new “islands” in Biscayne Bay is unlikely.  
Furthermore, the sediment characterization of dredged material indicates substantial silt 
content, indicating that the dredged material is not structurally compatible for use as 
fill.  This alternative is removed from further consideration. 

 
2.1.6.8 Upland Disposal. 
 
This disposal option involves placing dry or solidified and stabilized dredged materials in an existing or 
newly developed site meeting all state and local criteria.  Material dredged from Miami River could 
become "solid waste" if it cannot remain in an approved dredge spoil containment area as authorized by 
a dredge and fill permit, and cannot be beneficially used in construction, concrete block manufacture, 
or for some other useful purpose. 
 
Recent tests on Miami River sediment indicate the materials are not "hazardous" according to Federal 
and state quality criteria for solid waste.  However, the material does not meet state and local soil 
remediation criteria, and thus cannot be used as unrestricted fill.  It would be necessary to dispose of 
the material at a permitted sanitary landfill. 
 
2.2  RECOMMENDED PLAN  
 
The Recommended Plan//Preferred Alternative, is to issue a Request for Proposal (RFP) from private 
industry to determine a selected Contractor, working in partnership with the USACE Jacksonville 
District, to dredge the Miami River in Miami, Florida in an effort to remove polluted bottom 
sediments from the river and restore the river to its Federally authorized dimensions.  The RFP 
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solicitation is being used to promote  the use of innovative technology for disposal of contaminated 
sediments and to capture possible cost and time savings. 
 
2.3 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
Table 3 is a summary comparison of the environmental impacts of the alternatives.  Section 4.0, 
Environmental Effects of Alternatives, contains a more detailed discussion and the scientific basis for 
this comparison. 
 
2.4 MITIGATION 
 
Mitigation generally involves three actions: avoidance, minimization, and compensation.  For this 
project, the main mitigation elements will involve the avoidance of impacts.  The following sections 
summarize measures to be taken in the mitigation of concerns expressed by involved agencies, 
organizations and citizens. 
 
2.4.1 Surface Water 
 
Water quality certification for the project will stipulate allowable turbidity levels, water quality criteria, 
and mixing zone size.  These requirements are subsequently included in the contract between USACE 
and the dredging contractor.  Specific control methods are generally not specified in order to allow 
competitive bidding and not restrict competition.  The contractor will be contractually obligated to take 
whatever turbidity control actions are necessary to meet water quality criteria.   
 
The effluent generated from dewatering of dredge material in an upland diked disposal area ("decant 
water") is discharged after varying lengths of retention time.  Should the effluent not meet criteria or 
standards specified in water quality certification, additional treatment would be necessary.  This 
treatment may include additional settling time in basins or placement of a temporary wastewater 
treatment facility located at the disposal area.  The amount of wastewater generated will be minimized 
by reusing the decant water for hydraulic transport of dredge materials from barges to the disposal area. 
 
2.4.2 Groundwater 
 
Liners will be necessary within diked/leveed containment areas to provide protection for soil and 
groundwater resources.  This requirement is necessary due to the sediment characterization failing to 
meet the regulatory standards for "unrestricted fill," requiring the handling of dredge material as solid 
waste.  The dredge material containment area will be constructed and operated with controls in a 
manner similar to that of industrial solid waste landfills.  These controls include liners, leachate 
collection systems, and groundwater monitoring wells.   
 
2.4.3 Wildlife 
 
Manatee watches will be required to be posted by the contractor during dredging operations.  This 
condition is specified in the construction contract.  A log of sightings and notification of appropriate 
regulatory agencies is required.  Standard manatee protection requirements, as developed by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, will be included in the plans and specifications issued to the Contractor. 
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2.4.4 Odors 
 
Odors have been expressed as a concern by businesses and citizens living near potential interim 
disposal areas.  The Contractor will be required to monitor odors emanating from the drying dredged 
materials.  The Contractor will also be required to be responsive to citizen complaints and take 
immediate action to abate odor problems.  Controls to be utilized may include spraying a deodorant 
into the air around the facility, spraying the dredge spoil with a deodorant or bactericide, covering the 
dredged materials to prevent the release of odors, or other means of controlling odors. 
 
2.4.5 Noise 
 
The potential for excessive noise has also been expressed as a concern by businesses and citizens 
living near a potential disposal or treatment site.  The contractor will be required to be responsive to 
citizen complaints about noise created by their activities.  It is anticipated that dredged sediment 
storage, treatment, and handling can be accomplished without obtrusive noise that would disturb 
nearby residents and tenants.  However, should this become a problem, the Contractor will be 
required to alter equipment, locations of equipment, methods of operations and/or times of operations 
to abate the noise. 
 
2.4.6 Traffic 
 
Concerns have been expressed by citizens and city and county officials over the additional traffic on 
streets and highways near the project site generated by the handling of the large amount of sediments 
to be dredged from the Miami River.  The Contractor will be required to be responsive to complaints 
about traffic problems created by their activities.  Should this become a problem, the Contractor will 
have to alter numbers of vehicles, sizes of vehicles and/or times of vehicles on the road to satisfy 
officials. 
 
2.4.7 Aesthetics 
 
There has been some concern expressed over the appearance of a large operation such as treatment or 
interim disposal at sites within view of residents and tenants.  The Contractor will be required to 
provide some type of covering or sight shield (i.e., solid fencing) to hide the operation from public 
view, to the practical extent possible. 
 
2.4.8 Attraction of Pests 
 
Concern has been expressed over the breeding of mosquitoes near residential areas or businesses in 
standing water at an interim disposal site where dewatering is taking place and the attraction of birds 
to these facilities looking for food in the sediments.  The Contractor will be required to provide 
mosquito control by eliminating standing water, spraying or otherwise treating standing water with 
insecticide, or any other means of control should this become a problem.  Likewise, should birds 
become a pest in the area, the Contractor will be required to take steps to control or eliminate the 
problem using scaring methods, covering the materials, or other bird control options. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
The Affected Environment section succinctly describes the existing environmental resources of the 
areas that would be affected if any of the alternatives were implemented.  This section describes only 
those environmental resources that are relevant to the decision to be made.  It does not describe the 
entire existing environment, but only those environmental resources that would affect or that would 
be affected by the alternatives if they were implemented.  This section, in conjunction with the 
description of the "no-action" alternative forms the base line conditions for determining the 
environmental impacts of the proposed action and reasonable alternatives. 
 
3.1  GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
3.1.1 Background 
 
The original, natural channel of the Miami River was located entirely within Miami-Dade County, 
Florida.  The north fork of the Miami River originated at the "Miami River Rapids," a depression in the 
Atlantic Coastal Ridge, which allowed impounded water of the Everglades to flow southeasterly 
approximately 4.5 miles to the mouth of the Miami River at Biscayne Bay.  The south fork of the River 
originated in a similar manner approximately one-half mile to the south of the Miami River Rapids.  In 
1909, a new channel was cut through the Atlantic Coastal Ridge approximately 100 feet north of the 
Miami River Rapids as part of the Everglades drainage program, and the Miami River/Miami Canal 
was extended northward to Lake Okeechobee.  The Miami River-Miami Canal is approximately 80 
miles long. 
 
From 1931 through 1933, USACE dredged the Miami River to create a navigation channel that extends 
from the mouth of the Miami River approximately 5.5 miles to a salinity control structure near NW 
36th Street.  The Miami River navigation channel is 150 feet wide and 14 to 16 feet deep from the 
mouth of the Miami River to the South Fork, 125 feet wide and 14 to 16 feet deep from the South Fork 
to the Tamiami Canal, and 90 feet wide and 10 to 14 feet deep from the Tamiami Canal to the Seaboard 
Railroad Bridge near the salinity structure (Metropolitan Dade County Planning Department, 1962).   
 
3.1.2 The Study Area 
 
The study area, the "Miami River," is located between Biscayne Bay and the salinity control structure, 
within the City of Miami, Miami-Dade County, on the southeastern coast of Florida (see Figure 1).   
 
The Miami Canal is a major drainage from the Everglades Agricultural Area.  The portion of the canal 
immediately upstream from the salinity control structure receives drainage from industrial, commercial, 
residential, and some agricultural areas.  Downstream from the salinity control structure there is 
extensive commercial, industrial, and residential development.  Water-dependent and water-related 
commercial and industrial operations along the Miami River include commercial shipping, marinas, 
ship and boat yards, marine sales, boat manufacturing, and maritime services. 
 
The mouth of the Miami River is located at the northwestern shore of Biscayne Bay.  Across the bay, 
and approximately 2.5 miles from the mouth of the river, are the southern end of Miami Beach, Fisher 
Island, and Virginia Key.  Biscayne Bay is an inlet of the Atlantic Ocean, and is partially separated 
from the ocean by a series of barrier islands.  The southern region of Biscayne Bay is managed by the 
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U.S. National Park Service as Biscayne National Park.  The northern end constitutes the Biscayne Bay 
Aquatic Preserve, which is managed by the State of Florida. 
 
3.2 AIR QUALITY 
 
The project area lies within the Southeast Florida Intrastate Air Quality Region, as established by 
40 CFR Part 81.49.  Miami-Dade County has been designated by the EPA as lying within a 
nonattainment area (moderate) for ozone.  The county is an attainment area for carbon monoxide.  The 
air quality of Miami-Dade County contains nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and total suspended 
particulates at concentrations that are better than national standards.  EPA has not made a designation 
for airborne lead in southeastern Florida. 
 
The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) does not require air emission permits for 
mobile sources such as construction equipment and does not regulate any marine equipment.  
Therefore, no air emission permits will be required for conventional dredging and disposal actions. 
 
3.3 GEOLOGY 
 
The headwaters of the Miami River originated in the Atlantic Coastal Ridge, which formed a broad 
natural dam impounding the waters of the eastern edge of the Everglades.  A small depression in the 
ridge allowed the freshwater to escape through natural falls, known as the "Miami River Rapids."  
These rapids formed the beginning of the north fork of the Miami River, located west of the NW 27th 
Avenue Bridge.  The south fork of the Miami River originated from the ridge in a similar, but less 
conspicuous manner, about one-half mile to the south of the rapids.  The Miami River was also fed by 
numerous underground freshwater artesian springs that emerged from the porous limerock.  From the 
ridge, the Miami River meandered in a southeasterly direction approximately 4.5 miles to Biscayne 
Bay. 
 
3.4 VEGETATION 
 
Seagrasses do not occur in the Miami River or at the mouth of the river in Biscayne Bay.   
 
Seagrasses are, however, an integral component of the Biscayne Bay environment.  Spatially, seagrass 
communities comprise the major portion of the bay bottom.  Four species of sea grasses were reported 
to occur within the soft bottom areas of the bay:  turtle grass (Thalassia testudinum), manatee grass 
(Syringodium filiforme), shoal grass (Halodule wrightii), and halophila (Halophila baillonis) (USACE, 
1990).  In addition, Halophila johnsonii is now known to occur in northern Biscayne Bay.  Seagrasses 
function to provide a vertical substrate for the attachment of estuarine organisms and, by providing 
cover, function as a nursery area for fishes important to the commercial and sport fishing industry.  
Further, seagrasses serve as forage for manatees. 
 
An introduction of sediments from the Miami River has reportedly changed large areas of the northern 
bay from a T. testudinum climax community to an early successional stage with H. baillonis and 
H. wrightii as the predominant species.  The nearest seagrass beds are approximately one-fourth mile 
away from the mouth of the river.  It has been reported that the sizes of seagrass beds in this area of the 
bay are shrinking away from the mouth of the river because of the deleterious effects of Miami River 
sediments transported into the Bay (USFWS, 1989).  The U.S. Department of the Interior, National 
Park Service (NPS) (1986) reported that pollutants from the Miami River have caused the loss of large 
areas of seagrasses adjacent to the Biscayne National Park. 
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3.5 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
The only threatened or endangered species known to inhabit the Miami River is the West Indian 
manatee, Trichechus manatus, an endangered species.  Manatees have been observed throughout the 
length of the river downstream from the salinity control structure, and in all associated tributaries.  
Manatees are particularly abundant in the Miami River during winter, when they are attracted by 
warmer, fresh waters and by aquatic vegetation on which they feed.  Because of the utilization of the 
river by manatees, the Miami River is designated critical habitat for this species.  Reduced boat speeds 
are required in much of the area because of the potential for manatee collisions. 
 
Threatened or endangered species potentially occurring in the area of the Miami River are listed in 
Table 3. 
 
3.5.1 Sea Turtles 
    
Although sea turtles do occur in Biscayne Bay, they are not known to inhabit Miami River.   
 
3.5.2 Right Whale 
 
Right whales are typically found in the open ocean and are not expected to be encountered in the 
proposed project area.  However, depending upon the location of dredge equipment when a contract 
is awarded, the movement of the dredging equipment to and from the project area may affect right 
whales in their ocean habitat. 
 
3.6  BENTHIC RESOURCES 
 
Biscayne Bay is a shallow, subtropical lagoon.  The shoreline of the northern portion of the Bay has 
residential and commercial development along its entire length, with most of the vegetation removed 
and the natural shoreline replaced by vertical bulkheads.  The bottom habitats of Biscayne Bay support 
a variety of organisms important to the coastal zone ecosystem.  Based on substrate, the bay can be 
broadly classified into hard-bottom and soft-bottom habitats.  The hard bottom habitat is characterized 
by a thin layer of sediment overlying the limestone bedrock.  The soft-bottom habitat is typified by 
sand or mud accumulations greater than five inches.  The hard-bottom habitats are dominated by plants 
and animals that have developed adaptation for attachment to firm substrates.  The most prominent 
attached animals in many areas of hard bottoms are the soft corals (e.g., sea whips and sea plumes) and 
sponges.  Other areas of the hard bottom are dominated by burrowing animals, such as bivalves, and 
shrimp.  The predominant plants of the soft-bottom habitats are sea grasses, anchored to the bottom 
through extensive networks of roots and rhizomes (DERM, 1983). 
 
The biological resources of the ODMDS were reported in detail by EPA (1995).  Communities at the 
site consist of benthic macrofauna, benthic meiofauna, epibenthic benthic invertebrates, and fish, with 
benthic communities of primary concern.  
 
Polychaete worms and amphipod crustaceans comprised approximately 70 percent of the benthic 
macroinvertebrates collected, with molluscs and nematodes accounting for most of the remainder 
(Conservation Consultants, Inc., 1995).  The macrobenthic communities were found to be of similar 
composition throughout the site.  The meiofauna was composed primarily of nematodes (94 percent) 
with copepods, larval polychaetes, and flatworms common, but not abundant (EPA, 1995).  
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The most abundant epibenthic invertebrates collected in trawl samples were decapod crustaceans, with 
squids also present.  The most abundant fish at the site was the largescale tonguefish (Symphurus 
minor); a variety of other species was represented in samples.  Fish density was highest in shallower 
areas, and decreased with depth (EPA, 1995). 
 
A video survey of the site showed that the bottom of the entire area is covered by a fine, silty material.  
No evidence of hard bottom habitats was recorded, and no plant life was evident.  The energy basis for 
the communities was concluded to be sedimentation (EPA, 1995).  
 
3.7 FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES 
 
The Miami River is not utilized for fishing by the sport or commercial fishing industry.  Because of 
the reported occurrence of tarpon in Palmer Lake, it is likely that other important fishery species 
could be found there.  However, Palmer Lake is not used extensively for recreational fishing.   
 
An extensive recreational fishery and a commercial pink shrimp fishery exist at Biscayne Bay.  
Additionally, a large number of pink shrimp (Penaeus duorarum) collected in samples at the 
ODMDS site (Conservation Consultants, Inc. (1995), indicating that the area may serve as a nursery 
area for that species.  Pink shrimp have been reported to occur in greatest abundance in waters 
shallower than the ODMDS (EPA, 1995).  
 
Palmer Lake, a less impacted borrow lake connected to the Miami River, is of more importance to 
wildlife; USFWS reported the occurrence of such birds as osprey, double-crested cormorant, 
kingfisher, green-backed heron, and great heron.  
 
The West Indian manatee, the only protected species of national significance in the study area, is 
present year-round throughout the length of the river and in Palmer Lake.  The Atlantic bottlenose 
dolphin is an occasional resident. 
 
3.8 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1996 set forth a mandate for the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Regional Fishery Management Councils (FMCs), and 
other Federal agencies to identify and protect “essential fish habitat” (EFH) for important marine and 
anadromous fish species managed under fishery management plans (FMPs).  The NMFS defines EFH 
as those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.  
The estuarine and marine waters of Miami-Dade County, including Biscayne Bay, are designated as 
EFH (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 1998).  The South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council (SAFMC) defines estuarine inshore habitats as:  emergent vegetation (salt and brackish 
marsh), estuarine shrub/scrub (mangroves), seagrass, oyster reefs and shell banks, intertidal flats, 
palustrine emergent and forested (freshwater wetlands), and the estuarine water column.  Because 
detritus-rich waters drain from much of the Everglades into Biscayne Bay, a large portion of the 
Everglades as well as the Miami Canal and the Miami River have been designated the Biscayne Bay 
Coastal Wetlands Estuarine Drainage Area by the SAFMC, one of 18 such areas defined along the 
South Atlantic Coast.  This drainage area consists of the following: 
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   Habitat Type   Acres 
 
   Salt marsh   104,000 
   Fresh marsh   1,556,000 
   Forest and scrub  2,059,000 
   Tidal flats   49,000           
   Total    3,769,000 
 
 
Marine habitat areas included in the South Atlantic Fishery Management Plan that may be affected by 
the proposed action include live and hard bottoms, artificial and man-made reefs, coral and coral reefs, 
pelagic Sargassum, and the marine water column.   
 
Species managed under the Plan include certain members of 10 families of fishes under the Snapper- 
Grouper Fishery Management Plan; six species of fish under the Coastal Migratory Pelagics Fishery 
management Plan; six species of shrimp under the Shrimp Fishery Management Plan (including the 
pink shrimp); coral belonging to two classes of coral, a seafan, coral reefs, and live and hard bottom 
habitats under the Coral, Coral Reefs, and Live/Hard Bottom Habitat Fishery Management Plan; and 
the spiny lobster, the golden crab, the red drum, the calico scallop, and Sargassum habitat under their 
own separate fishery management plans. 
 
Commercial and recreational fishing in the waters off Miami-Dade County is concentrated inshore or at 
offshore natural and artificial reefs.  Bait shrimp and mullet are the principal commercial species taken 
from inshore waters (Heald, 1970).  Major species taken in offshore waters are red snapper, yellowtail 
snapper, groupers, king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, and spiny lobster.  In addition, the inshore waters 
of Biscayne Bay have been identified as a nursery area for pink shrimp (Bielsa et al., 1983), and the 
State of Florida has established a spiny lobster sanctuary encompassing extensive portions of southern 
Biscayne Bay. 
 
3.9 COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES 
 
A review of Coastal Barrier Resource units in the Miami-Dade County area indicates that the Miami 
River is outside the impact area. 
 
3.10 WATER QUALITY 

 
3.10.1 General 
 
The Miami River flows naturally in a southeasterly direction and discharges into Biscayne Bay near 
the Port of Miami.  The river is about 20 miles long and lies entirely within Miami-Dade County.  
The primary study area is located within the first 5.5 miles of the Miami River along the existing 
Federal channel.  The Miami River Project was built during the mid-1930s, when over 1,000,000 cy 
of dredged material were removed at a cost of approximately $600,000.  The river bottom was 
deepened to 15 feet, creating a Federal navigable waterway.  The navigable portion of the river is 
limited by a salinity dam located 5.5 miles upstream near NW 36th Street.  In 1945, the Miami River 
Project became part of the Miami Harbor Project through congressional authorization. 
 
As with many urban waterways, the Miami River has been used as a receptacle and conduit for waste 
materials.  For many years, the City of Miami discharged untreated sewage into the river.  This 
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practice ended in the mid 1950s when regional sewage treatment facilities were constructed.  
However, some sewage still enters from sanitary sewer overflows, sewer leaks, and improper sewer 
connections to storm sewers, and vessels using the river.  Industrial activities, particularly 
metalworking, cleaning, painting, and salvage associated with marine industries, have contributed a 
substantial amount of contaminants to the river.  Pesticides, fuels, and other contaminants spilled 
within the watershed have become deposited in the river through stormwater runoff.   
 
Significant progress has been made in pollution abatement in the Miami River in recent years.  Storm 
and sanitary sewer systems have been improved and new construction is regulated.  Marine and 
industrial facilities are inspected and pollution control regulations are enforced.  Some of the 
pollutants deposited over the years have decayed or been resuspended and removed from the river 
channel by vessel traffic as well as river and tidal currents.  The pollutants of major concern, 
according to previous investigations, are metals content in the sediments and sanitary hazards 
associated with sewage pollution. 
 
3.10.2 Groundwater 
 
The surficial aquifer system underlying Miami-Dade County, the Biscayne Aquifer, is the sole source 
of freshwater supply for the county.  It is composed of limestone, sandstone, sand, shell, and silt from 
the land surface to the top of the intermediate confining system, which separates the surficial aquifer 
system from the Floridan aquifer system. 
 
The surficial aquifer system consists of materials that have a wide range of permeability, and locally 
may be divided into one or more aquifers with intervening zones of sands and silts having low 
permeability.  Due to the interfingering of these materials, some permeable units (aquifers or small 
sections of aquifers) may exhibit confined characteristics.  In general, the surficial aquifer system has 
hydraulically interconnected groundwater flow with fluid potentials at all depths closely related to the 
water table. 
 
The Biscayne Aquifer is the best-known part of the surficial aquifer system.  It is a highly permeable 
nonartesian limestone aquifer, and consists primarily of oolite and other cavernous cavity-riddled 
limestones. 
 
In the project area the generalized hydrogeologic cross section of the surficial aquifer system is as 
follows:  Biscayne aquifer 0' to 60' below sea level; limestone, sandstone, and sand unit of the Tamiami 
Formation 60' to 165' below sea level; lower clastic unit of the Tamiami Formation 165' to 235' below 
sea level; and the base of the surficial aquifer system and beginning of the intermediate confining 
system at approximately 235' below sea level. 
 
3.10.3 Surface Water 
 
The State of Florida has developed and implemented state water quality standards in conjunction 
with USEPA guidelines.  The state regulates its water bodies through a classification system that 
relates the water resource to its intended use.  The major classes for Florida waters as originally 
formulated are listed below: 
 

Class I- Public Water Supply 
 
Class II- Shellfish Propagation and Harvesting 
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Class III- Recreation/Propagation and Management of Fish and Wildlife 
 
Class IV- Agricultural Water Supplies 
 
Class V- Navigation, Utility, and Industrial Use 

 
The Miami River was originally classified as a Class IV water body.  In 1989, the river’s 
classification was changed from Class IV to Class III because it is a part of the Biscayne Bay Aquatic 
Preserve.  Class III water bodies can support recreation and a healthy and well-balanced population 
of fish and wildlife.  The Miami River does not presently meet all Class III standards; however, local 
interests have stated that the classification change was made so that the river could ultimately be 
regulated to meet those standards. 
 
3.10.3.1  Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve.  The downstream portion of the Miami River, from the 
salinity dam near NW 36th Street to the river mouth, lies within the Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve.  
The preserve, designated in 1974 by the Florida Legislature, includes all waters north of Biscayne 
National Park, as well as state-submerged lands and islands.  Those submerged lands within the 
preserve boundaries that are privately owned or leased or which have been deeded to the County or 
municipalities are also part of the preserve.  Waters over privately owned or municipally owned 
lands within the Preserve boundaries area also considered part of the preserve.  All waters within the 
preserve are classified as Outstanding Florida Waters, Class III. 
 
3.10.3.2 Outstanding Florida Water.  An Outstanding Florida Water (OFW) is a water body 
deemed worthy of special protection due to its natural attributes.  The designation OFW is given to 
certain water bodies in the interest of maintaining the ambient (extant) water quality. 
 
The majority of OFWs are found in parks managed by the state or federal government.  Examples of 
OFWs include wildlife refuges, marine sanctuaries, estuarine research reserves, aquatic preserves, 
scenic and wild rivers, and certain waters within state or national forests.  Water bodies are generally 
classified as OFWs because the managing agency has requested special protection to protect ambient 
water quality.  Water bodies not within a state or federal managed area may be designated as “special 
water” OFWs if certain requirements are met, including a public process of designation. 
 
An OFW designation affects activities that require a DEP permit and have the potential to lower 
ambient water quality.  OFWs are subject to narrative “antidegradation” standards, which prohibit 
activities that degrade water quality.  Activities such as fishing, boating, diving, and river setback 
ordinances are not affected by this designation. 
  
3.10.3.3 Surface Water Improvement and Management Plan.  Biscayne Bay was designated a 
priority water body by the Florida legislature in 1987 as part of the Surface Water Improvement and 
management (SWIM) Act.  .  The SFWMD prepared the Biscayne Bay SWIM Plan, which was 
adopted in 1988 and updated in 1995 to maintain and improve water quality and to protect and 
restore natural ecosystems and compatible human uses of Biscayne Bay. 
 
SWIM develops improvement and management plans for at-risk water bodies and directs the work 
needed to restore damaged ecosystems, prevent pollution from runoff and other sources, and educate 
the public.  SWIM plans are used by the state and other agencies to help make management 
decisions. 
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The Biscayne Bay SWIM Plan contains a priority list that emphasizes geographic areas where the 
most serious problems exist.  Water bodies within the priority list may be subjected to additional 
research, investigation, enforcement, or construction activities, according to their needs as assessed 
by the SWIM Plan.  The Miami River/Canal is included in the Biscayne Bay SWIM Plan’s Priority 
List.   
 
3.10.4 Sediment 
 
It has been estimated that approximately 600,000 cy of shoaled sediments lie within the Federal 
navigation template along the lower 6-mile reach of the Miami River.  Sediment thickness varies 
from one to 3 feet in the deeper parts of the river and as thick as 5 to 10 feet along the channel edges.  
The bulk of this sediment consists of surficial soils eroded and transported from a large watershed 
area that includes Miami-Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach Counties.  Other components of river 
sediment include soils abraded from the riverbank and materials not of soil origin such as vegetation 
fragments, marine organisms and skeletal remains, and man-made pollutants. 
 
Surficial soils in the Miami area are primarily composed of limestone, sandstone, sand, and shells, 
and are typically covered with a moderate-to-thin layer of topsoil.  The publication Element 
Concentrations in Soils and Other Surficial Materials of the Coterminous United States, U.S. 
Geological Survey Professional Paper 1270 (1984) reports that surficial soils in the Miami area have 
high concentrations of silicon and calcium and comparatively low concentrations of other metals 
except tin, strontium, antimony, and lead.  Antimony and lead concentrations in Miami area surficial 
soils are among the highest in the United States. 
 
Excerpts from the DERM Draft Miami River Water Quality Plan (March 1993) on sediment quality 
and related monitoring (i.e., sediment analysis, elutriate tests, and bioassays) are presented in 
Appendix B to the EIS. 
 
Vessels navigating the Miami River engage in a de facto form of dredging of shoals and shallow 
reaches of the waterway.  Prop-wash agitation and bottom dragging suspend sediments and enable 
the channel to retain a depth that minimally enables navigation to continue. 
 
Ongoing navigation in the river promotes continued re-suspension of sediments.  River discharge and 
tidal currents promote the transfer of suspended materials into Biscayne Bay.  A turbidity plume at 
the mouth of the Miami River can be readily identified in virtually all aerial photographs of the area; 
the plume is also visible from vantage points at Brickell Point, particularly during ebb tide.  Studies 
of Biscayne Bay have concluded that the Miami River sediments are a significant source of 
contamination to Biscayne Bay (e.g., Long et al., 1999). 
 
3.10.5 Pollution Sources 
 
Until the late 1950s, local governments discharged wastewater directly into the Miami River.   
However, overflows and illegal connections intermittently discharge material into the river.  
Consequently, the river is periodically contaminated and water quality is further impaired.   
 
Storm sewer outfalls are the greatest source of pollutants to the Miami River.  In recent years, efforts 
have been made to abate stormwater discharges.  The Clean Water Act requires certain industrial 
facilities and municipal drainage systems to obtain NPDES permits.  All new developments are 
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required to contain 100 percent of all on-site stormwater whenever feasible.  Any work involving 
replacement or new construction of stormwater collection systems must have French drains or 
another suitable method that employs infiltration.  Local governments, with assistance from the 
SFWMD have upgraded many drainage basins to comply with requirements for retention and 
treatment. 
 
Abandoned vessels are a significant source of river pollution.  At one time, U.S. Customs had docked 
as many as 170 vessels along the river.  Miscellaneous abandoned boats have also been a recurring 
problem.  State and local interests have taken measures to prevent these abandonments by policing 
the river and citing violators. 
 
Construction site dewatering, coastal construction, and industrial waste discharges are also prominent 
sources of pollution.  Miami-Dade County has enacted local rules to regulate these activities by 
requiring operating permits.  The county also has dedicated pollution control inspectors to increase 
local enforcement capacities and assure compliance with the permit program. 
 
3.10.6 Previous Studies 
 
The Miami River has been contaminated from a variety of urban and rural pollution sources through 
time.  Contamination testing for the river and its sediment has been ongoing for the past two decades. 
 
Early testing of the Miami River revealed levels of mercury and silver exceeding state water quality 
standards.  Water within the river was characterized as turbid and oxygen-poor.   
 
Sediments in the Miami River were deemed acceptable for ocean disposal in an EPA-approved area.  
Although these sediments were determined to be acceptable for ocean disposal, they were determined 
to be marginally polluted.  Bioassay results indicated that river sediment did not significant impact 
the organisms exposed to it.  No significant levels of bioaccumulation were noted. 
 
Chronic and acute coliform bacterial contamination has been repeatedly noted in the Seybold Canal 
tributary of the Miami River.  Contamination is believed to result from sewage overflows and 
industrial waste discharges. 
 
Analyses by SLES indicated high levels of heavy metals, PCBs, PAHs, oil, and grease in Miami 
River sediments.  Elevated mercury levels in the river were determined to result primarily from 
sediment suspension caused by vessel traffic.   
 
Studies conducted by PPB in 1991, 1995, and 1999 revealed the continued presence of metals 
contamination in river sediments.  Iron, aluminum, chromium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, silver, 
and zinc were noted in the various studies.  Organic contaminants were either absent or present in 
trace amounts.  Bioassay studies revealed that standard test organisms were impacted by exposure to 
river sediments.  Bioaccumulation studies indicated an increase in metals concentration in the tissue 
of exposed organisms.  The use of Geobags™ appeared to be partially effective in reducing toxicity 
levels for some organisms. 
 
A study conducted by NOAA (1999) detected high concentrations of metals, DDTs, and PCBs in 
sediments of the Biscayne Bay area, including the Miami River.  Concentrations of these 
contaminants were observed to cause high toxicity in bioassay tests. 
 



 

EIS-28 

The studies confirm that the Miami River sediments, while contaminated, are not considered 
hazardous. 
 
Detailed discussions of water and sediment contamination studies of the Miami River are contained 
in the DMMP. 
 
3.11 HAZARDOUS, TOXIC AND RADIOACTIVE WASTE 
 
An eight-acre parking area near the Miami Jai-Alai Facility has been identified by the local sponsor 
as an interim drying site for Miami River sediments.  The interim staging area is located between 
NW 33rd and NW 36th and NW 36th and NW 37th Avenue within Section 28, T53S R41E.  The site 
lies approximately 150 feet south of NW 36th Street and approximately 400 to 500 feet southwest of 
the Miami River.  It is rectangular and contains no permanent structures; asphalt pavement covers the 
majority of the property.  A small out parcel is located on the southern portion of the facility.   
 
The site is 5 to 10 feet above mean sea level.  Surface water should infiltrate to the surficial aquifer, 
and surface runoff from adjacent properties should be minimal due to the lack of significant 
topographic relief.  The surficial aquifer near the site is approximately 210-feet thick and lies 5-15 
feet below land surface (BLS).  Regional groundwater flow trends to the southeast, although local 
topography and subsurface structures can influence local trends.  The Miami River likely affects 
groundwater flow at the site. 
 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was initiated at the site in 1999 by Ecology & 
Environment, Inc. (E&E).  A site walk through was performed as part of the ESA.  The site walk 
through revealed the presence of the following features: several clogged stormwater catch basins 
causing ponding across the site; several solid waste dumping areas containing trash, garbage, bottles, 
waste tires, drums, and other containers; several empty and/or broken 55-gallon drums (plastic and 
metal), two of which were open to rain water but emitting no odors; seven to eight 5-gallon pails of 
hydraulic oil (apparently empty), a one-gallon container half-full of waste oil, and one empty 5-
gallon gasoline can; an open excavation, approximately 27’ x 7’ x 6’, near the center of the property 
with an adjacent vegetated soil pile; a concrete area approximately 105’ x 32’ on the south portion on 
the northern one-third of the site containing several areas that had been resurfaced with asphalt 
(apparently indicating the removal of above- or below-ground items), one of which leads to a round 
area containing a pipe in the center and four drains on the western perimeter; and a monitoring well 
on the western portion of the northern one-third of the site, located at the southwestern corner of a 
discrete 12’ x 36’ area. 
 
Based on the findings of the site walk through, E&E made the following recommendations: clean and 
rehabilitate stormwater catch basins and properly dispose of any material removed from the catch 
basins; remove and properly dispose of all waste tires drums, containers, and other solid/waste 
debris; investigate the origin of the excavation and associated soil pile to determine the method of 
disposal for the soil and if the excavation can be backfilled; install monitoring wells on the perimeter 
of the site to determine the current status of groundwater; and sample the existing monitoring well. 
 
A Phase II Subsurface Assessment (SA) was conducted at the site in 2000 by ATC Associates, Inc. 
(ATC) to investigate the potential for soil or groundwater contamination resulting from possible prior 
property uses and to document these findings pending future utilization of the site.  The following 
procedures were performed as part of the SA: excavation of 15 test pits for visual inspection of 
subsurface soils, soil vapor headspace screening, and collection of soil samples for laboratory 
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analysis of Petroleum Range Organics (PROs); installation of 17 monitoring wells (16 shallow wells 
and one intermediate-depth well) to assess potential surficial and intermediate-depth groundwater 
impacts to the site; and collection of groundwater samples from the installed monitoring wells for 
laboratory analysis of Priority Pollutant Volatiles (VOCs), Priority Pollutant Semivolatiles (SVOCs), 
PROs, the eight RCRA Primarily metals (silver, arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, mercury, 
lead, and selenium), and Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs). 
 
Prior to the initiation of subsurface activities, a utility clearance was performed to identify and locate 
existing underground utilities in the proposed assessment area.  Major utilities identified included an 
underground natural gas pipeline and water main that bisect the northern and southern portions of the 
site and an underground electrical conduit that partially bisects the southern portion of the site. 
 
Five of the 15 test pits were performed at the location of the former vehicle maintenance building.  
These five test pits revealed a steel waste oil underground storage tank (UST) (275-550 gallon 
capacity) containing several feet of petroleum sludge and connected to an underground vehicle 
service well and an OWS through single-wall underground steel piping; an area approximately 15’ x 
15’ containing a former excavation backfilled with concrete blocks and debris apparently generated 
from demolition of the vehicle maintenance building; a vehicle alignment rack with the elevated steel 
support ramps removed; an underground vehicle service well constructed of concrete and connected 
to the waste oil UST by a steel product line; and a 1½-inch diameter cut steel line. 
 
No evidence of soil staining or petroleum contamination was encountered while exposing the UST 
surface, the underground vehicle service well, or the associated product lines.  Further excavation 
revealed three parallel runs of 1½-inch diameter piping in the subsurface.  The three piping runs were 
found to angle 90 degrees up through a concrete floor slab corresponding to a location along the 
inside of a former exterior building wall.  ATC interpreted that the three product lines may have been 
initially connected to USTs and transferred products to an overhead distribution system.  Although 
only one UST was found at the site, two rectangular concrete patches large enough to accommodate 
USTs were observed in the area. 
 
The remaining 10 test pits were excavated spatially throughout the site.  The surface of the water 
table was encountered at an average depth of approximately 3 feet BLS.  The soil column at each test 
pit location typically consists of approximately one foot of black medium-grained quartz sand that 
grades into a tan quartz sand intermixed with limestone fragments.  These unconsolidated sand layers 
are underlain by limestone at a uniform depth of approximately 2 feet BLS.  No evidence of buried 
materials or petroleum contamination was identified in these test pits. 
 
The subsurface geology of the site as observed in the test pit excavations is remarkably similar to the 
subsurface geology of the Miami River as determined from six soil test borings drilled in the river 
bottom by Law Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc. (refer to DMMP Section 3.4.5.1).  The 
uniformity of the sediments from both areas indicate that they were deposited simultaneously in 
similar or identical environments, and the possibility of lithologic and/or hydrologic connectivity 
between the two areas, not accounting for topographic and/or structural barriers, is high. 
 
Select soil samples were collected for field soil vapor screening purposes during excavation of the 
test pits.  No detectable organic vapor concentrations were identified during the investigation.  Soil 
samples were also collected for analysis of PROs.  Of the 15 samples collected for this purpose, only 
one was found to exceed the Florida Administrative Code (FAC) Chapter 62-777, Table II, 
Residential Exposure Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) of 340 mg/kg and the FAC Chapter 62-777, 
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Table II, Groundwater Leachability SCTL of 340 mg/kg.  The sample in question was collected from 
backfill material near the vehicle alignment rack discussed previously.  
 
An area of visibly oil-stained soil, encompassing a total area of approximately 570 ft2, was observed 
on either side of a roadway in the southern portion of the site.  An unlabeled 55-gallon drum missing 
a sealing bung was observed near the discharge area.  Soil excavation and disposal activities were 
performed on both areas of noticeably impacted soil.  The soil was excavated to a depth of 
approximately 2.5 feet BLS.  A composite soil sample was collected from the accumulated stockpile 
and submitted for non-virgin waste characterization analyses.  Results of these analyses indicated a 
total PRO concentration of 1,700 mg/kg.  No additional compounds were detected above applicable 
SCTLs.  The stockpiled soil was transported to the Rinker Materials Facility of South Miami-Dade 
for treatment through thermal incineration.  Confirmation samples taken at the excavation revealed 
PRO samples below the applicable SCTLs.  The excavation was subsequently backfilled with 
crushed lime rock and compacted.   
 
Four orphan 55-gallon drums were identified on the subject property.  Three of the drums appeared 
to contain mixtures of petroleum-based product and sludge; the fourth drum appeared to be empty.  
Markings on the drums suggested that they might have been on the site since 1995.  As previously 
mentioned, one of the drums appeared to have discharged waste oil into the surficial soil.  The 
contents of the orphan drums were transferred to two new FDOT-approved 55-gallon drums.  
Disposal of the full drums and decontamination and disposal of the empty drums was performed by 
IPC/Magnum. 
 
Groundwater samples were collected for VOC analyses from 17 monitoring well locations.  Results 
of these analyses revealed the presence of 10 individual VOCs.  Of the 10 detected VOCs, only three, 
Benzene, Isopropyl Benzene, and 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene, were present in concentrations exceeding 
FAC Chapter 62-777, Table I, Groundwater Cleanup Target Levels (GCTLs).  All three compound 
concentrations were below FAC Chapter 62-777, Table V, Natural Attenuation Levels (NALs).  Nine 
of the 10 VOCs were present in the monitoring well located by the waste oil UST.  The remaining 
VOC was detected in the monitoring well located next to the site of the vehicle maintenance 
building.   
 
Groundwater samples collected for SVOC analyses revealed the presence of three individual SVOCs.  
Of the three SVOCs, one, 1-Methylnapthalene, was present in concentrations potentially exceeding 
applicable GCTLs.  The detected concentration was below applicable NALs.  The detected SVOCs 
were detected in wells adjacent to the former vehicle maintenance building.  
 
Of the 17-groundwater samples collected for PRO analyses, only one contained PRO concentrations 
above the laboratory detection limit.  This sample, taken from a well near the waste oil UST, 
contained PRO concentrations exceeding the maximum GCTL but within the limits of the 
appropriate NAL.     
 
Groundwater samples were collected from each monitoring well for analysis of the eight RCRA 
Primary Metals.  Four metals, arsenic, barium, chromium, and lead, were found in detectable 
concentrations.  None of the metals was present in concentrations exceeding applicable GCTLs.  Of 
the four metals, only barium was geographically widespread within the samples. 
 
Groundwater samples were taken from wells near the waste oil UST and the waste oil discharge area 
for analyses of PCBs.  No PCBs were present in concentrations above the laboratory detection limit. 
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ATC concluded from the analyses that only one area of concern was present at the site.  This area 
coincided with the location of the former vehicle maintenance building.  Features of note in this area 
include a waste oil UST, an OWS vault, an underground vehicle service well, a relict product piping, 
two unidentified underground structures, and an area of impacted soil and demolition debris. 
 
Groundwater sampling near the building site indicates a limited discharge of contaminants to 
groundwater closely associated with the existing waste oil UST.  The discharge was delineated both 
horizontally and vertically by sampling downgradient-monitoring wells.  No additional areas of soil 
or groundwater impacts were identified on the remaining portion of the facility. 
 
Recommendations proposed by ATC include closure and removal of the waste oil UST and 
associated OWS in the northern one-third of the property; excavation and disposal of impacted burial 
construction debris at the former vehicle maintenance building site; and the performance of a GPR 
survey to detect any remaining USTs in the area. 
 
The site of the proposed staging area was the exclusive subject of both the Phase I and Phase II 
assessments.  If the contractor requires a different or an additional interim disposal site, an HTRW 
investigation will be performed at the time of determination of the utilization of the aforementioned 
site. 
 
3.12 NOISE 

 
Both the river where the dredging will take place and the interim disposal site are located within 
extensive industrial/heavy commercial areas.  Additionally, the Miami International Airport is 
located within 0.5 mile from the north end of the proposed project and less than 5 miles from the 
farthest point of the project, at the mouth of the river.  Airplanes departing and arriving Miami 
International, river vessel traffic signaling to bridges to open and close, high level industrial activity 
along most of both river banks, high volumes of truck and other vehicular traffic along most of both 
river banks, and a train track paralleling the north river bank in the northern portion of the proposed 
project, as well as other noise sources, all contribute to a high level of ambient noise in the project 
area. 
 
A noise environment characterization was attempted in March 2001 at the property line of a 
residence approximately 250 feet east of the eastern boundary of the staging area.  This was the 
residence closest to the interim staging area.  Measurements taken indicate average background A-
weighted hourly equivalents (Laeq1) of 64.5 dBA and 66.8 dBA, with maximum-recorded levels of 
85.8 dBA and 102 dBA for the two days on which the survey was conducted.  It should be noted that 
60-66 dBA is a sound level roughly equivalent to that of an occupied business office during working 
hours, 85 dBA is a level roughly equivalent to that of a street with average traffic, and 102 dBA is a 
level roughly equivalent to a pneumatic chipper. 
 
3.13 AESTHETIC RESOURCES 
 
The Miami River has a general lack of aesthetic resources along most of its extent, owing largely to the 
urbanized and/or industrialized natural of the area surrounding the river.  The area surrounding the 
proposed staging area is also a highly industrialized area with few aesthetic resources. 
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3.14 RECREATION RESOURCES 
 
Recreation opportunities associated with the Miami River include the use of parks and marinas, and 
access to nearby fishing and boating waters.  There are numerous public parks and public access areas 
adjacent to or near the river.  Public transportation and walkways, including segments of the Miami 
River Walk, connect the Bayfront Park and adjacent Bayside shopping area on Biscayne Bay to Fort 
Dallas Park on the River.  The walk allows pedestrian access to the river and to restaurants and hotels 
in the area.  Brickell Park, a green space with water frontage on Biscayne Bay, is a small public access 
area south of the river adjacent to hotels and office buildings.  West of I-95, on opposite banks of the 
river, are Jose Marti and Lummus parks.  These parks are primarily used by East Little Havana and 
Lummus Park neighborhood residents, respectively.  North of Highway 836 there are two parks; Sewell 
Park adjacent to the southern bank of the river and Fern Isle Park located on the South Fork of the river.  
The largest park along the river is Curtis Park, which is bisected by NW North River Drive.  The park, 
which is located on the north shore of the river's edge, includes ball fields, a boat ramp, and a senior 
citizens' center.  This park is located near the Melrose and Allapattah neighborhoods, but because of 
amenities available at the park, it serves a much larger area.  At the head of the North Fork of the river 
is the Miami Rapids Park.  The North Fork of the Miami River originally started just south of the park, 
but after construction of the Miami Canal drainage project in 1912, the rapids were lost.   
 
The major source of recreation associated with the Miami River are boating and fishing.  Although 
little boating and no fishing take place on the river, there are numerous boat slips at marinas, 
condominium complexes, and in residential backyards.  These provide safe harbor for small pleasure 
craft and allow access through the river to boating and fishing waters in Biscayne Bay and the Atlantic 
Ocean.   
 
The marinas on the Miami River have approximately 749 wet slips and 147 dry slips dispersed at 
recreational marinas, repair facilities, and residential developments.  In addition, there are numerous 
small vessels docked in backyards of residences with river or tributary access.  Single-family marinas 
and recreational marinas that contain less than 10 slips are not required to obtain a marina operating 
permit (Personal Communication, DERM).  
 
Water related activity is an important aspect of recreation in south Florida.  This is illustrated by the 
number of pleasure craft registered in Miami-Dade County.  In 2000, there were 55,871 pleasure craft 
registered in the county, accounting for six percent of the state total, more than any other county in the 
state.  A great number of the state's large pleasure craft is registered to county residents.  In 2000 
Miami-Dade County accounted for 7,862 registered pleasure craft over 26 feet registered in the state 
(Personal communication, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Law Enforcement).  
These larger craft are more difficult to trailer and are typically stored at wet slips in marinas or at 
private docking facilities. 
 
Coastal waters in the Miami area are used for a variety of recreational activities, including fishing, 
boating, swimming, skiing, diving, and sailing.  Few of these activities occur near the ODMDS (EPA, 
1995). 
 
3.15 NAVIGATION 
 
The Miami River is navigable from the mouth of the river at Biscayne Bay to a point 5.5 miles 
upstream.  In addition to the main channel, the Seybold Canal, South Fork, North Fork, and Tamiami 
Canal, which drain into the Miami River, are navigable by small pleasure and fishing vessels.  The 



 

EIS-33 

navigable portion of the Miami River includes a channel from the mouth of the river 15 feet deep by 
250 feet wide, tapering down to 170 feet wide at Brickell Point, 1,400 feet from the mouth of the river.  
The channel is then 15 feet deep under flood conditions and 150 feet wide for three miles, thence 
12.5 feet deep and 125 feet wide for 1.1 miles and thence 90 feet wide for 1.4 miles.  There is no 
turning basin at the head of the river, therefore all vessels must arrive and depart the river under tow, 
with the bow facing upstream (Miami River Marine Group, 1991). 
 
The width and depth of the Miami River, the bridges that span the river, the tidal ranges, and operations 
at the Port of Miami place many restrictions on navigation of large vessels on the Miami River.  The 
width of the river, 125 feet wide south of NW 27th Avenue and 90 feet wide north of NW 27th 
Avenue, restricts maritime traffic to the movement of one vessel on the river at a time.  Furthermore, 
the winding nature of the river east of NW 27th Avenue requires vessels to traverse the river under tow, 
with the vessel being maneuvered by tugboats fore and aft of the vessel.  There are 13 bridges that span 
the river, 11 of which are drawbridges that must be raised to allow large vessels to pass.  In order to 
reduce street traffic congestion on thoroughfares crossing the river during rush hour (7:30 a.m. to 9:00 
a.m. and 4:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.), the bridges remain lowered, open to street traffic.  This causes 
maritime traffic to cease.  Additional restrictions are placed on vessels utilizing the Miami River due to 
cruise ships arriving and departing at the Port of Miami.  Since vessels utilizing the Miami River must 
pass through channels in Biscayne Bay that are utilized by cruise ships, outbound Miami River traffic is 
restricted from traversing Biscayne Bay from 3:30 a.m. to 7:00 a.m., and inbound traffic is restricted 
from traversing the bay from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. from Friday to Monday.  Further restricting 
navigation are the tidal ranges and the depth of the river's navigation channel.  Due to the depth of the 
channel, loaded outbound vessels often need to traverse the river during high tide.  It requires 
approximately two hours for large vessels to traverse the river from NW 27th Avenue, the area north of 
which approximately 95 percent of large vessel traffic originates.  Therefore, only two or three vessels 
can traverse the river with each ebb tide. Presently 175 to 200 one-way vessel transits or 85 to 100 
round trips are made on the river each month.   
 
The Miami River is one of the few ports in the U.S. that does not govern navigation and commerce 
by a public port authority (City of Miami Department of Planning, Building, & Zoning, 1992).  
Unlike most ports, all terminals on the Miami River are owned and operated as private enterprises; 
no land or dock space is owned or operated by a public entity.  Presently, 30 local, state, and federal 
agencies have some control over different aspects of the river.  
 
The Miami River Marine Group (MRMG), a private cooperative trade association and non-profit 
corporation, is made up of representatives of some 36 private enterprises plus a board of directors and 
an executive director.  The MRMG has taken the initiative to organize private industry along the Miami 
River to improve and protect the river and maritime commerce.   
 
The MRMG is also part of the Miami River Commission (MRC), which was created by the Florida 
State Legislature in 1998.  The MRC has been assigned the coordination of public policy related to the 
Miami River as well as the development of plans, priorities, programs, and budgets to improve the 
Miami River area substantially.  This will be done through environmental enhancement, facilitating 
water related commerce, inspiring downtown waterfront development, and beautifying the river 
shorelines.  Members of the MRC include the Governor of Florida, representatives of the Florida 
House, other elected officials, and official appointees.  While serving as a clearinghouse for Miami 
River issues, a major focus of the MRC is the dredging of the Miami River. 
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Another important entity involved in governing the Miami River port is the U.S. Coast Guard’s Quality 
Action Team (QAT) organized approximately three years ago.  The primary focus of the QAT is on 
navigation safety issues, bridge operations, environmental protection, and marine safety on vessels and 
facilities.  The QAT is a large organization of a wide spectrum of participants; including representatives 
of private industry; municipal, city-county, state, and Federal offices and organizations (including all 
30 agencies having enforcement or oversight control over the river); public and private boards, 
commissions, and other groups (including the MRC and MRMG); as well as representatives of various 
other offices and interests. 
 
A Memorandum of Understanding and Agreement has recently been signed by QAT members, 
formalizing its organization, cooperative working relationship, and goals. 
 
3.16 HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
 
This section describes the historic and archaeological resources within or adjacent to the project area.  
Studies for historic and archaeological resources were conducted in compliance with regulations set 
forth in Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended and as 
implemented by 36 CFR 800 (Protection of Historic Resources) and Chapter 267 FS; Section 4(f) of 
the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended (49 USC 303, Section 101b), and Chapter 
267 of the Florida Historical Resources Act.  The studies conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716).  The objective 
of the surveys was to assess all cultural resources within the project’s area of potential effects for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) according to the criteria set forth in 36 
CFR 60.4.  
 
The Miami River constitutes one of the oldest natural landmarks in southeastern Florida (City of Miami 
Department of Planning, Building & Zoning, 1992).  Aboriginal habitation and use of the area dates 
back to perhaps as early as 2000 B.C.  The Tequesta Indians inhabited much of southeastern Florida 
until the 17th century when diseases brought by Spanish explorers severely reduced their population.  
The Seminoles inhabited the area during the 18th and 19th centuries, but were driven out of the 
Everglades to southwest Florida because of the Seminole Wars in the mid-1800s. 
 
Indian, Spanish, English, Bahamian, and North American peoples established settlements on the Miami 
River, in part because of its usefulness in connecting Biscayne Bay with the Everglades.  In their 
history of the Miami River, the Miami River Management Committee (1984) related that historic use of 
the area dates from the 16th century when the Spanish temporarily established a mission on the north 
shore of the river.  In the 18th and 19th centuries, European settlements became established in the area.   

3.16.1 Methods 
 
In December 2000, architectural historians and archaeologists conducted a literature search and a 
preliminary reconnaissance survey in order to identify impacts of the project on NRHP-listed or 
eligible resources within the project area.   
 
The literature search consisted of a review of the Florida Master Site Files, the City of Miami 
Multiple Property Listing, the list of historic resources designated by the Metro-Dade County 
Historic Preservation Board, and the Miami-Dade County Historic Survey.  Preliminary field 
reconnaissance in the project area consisted of an archaeological and historic resources survey within 
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the area of potential effects.  The archaeological survey consisted of a pedestrian survey of the 
project area to determine if the proposed project will have any subsurface impacts.  As the project 
area is currently paved, and the proposed project includes the storing of dredge spoil on this 
pavement, no subsurface impacts are scheduled.  The historic resources survey consisted of a visual 
reconnaissance, photographic documentation, and mapping of significant historic resources. 
 
Figure 5 presents locations of historic resources in the vicinity of the Miami River. 

3.16.2 NRHP - Listed or Potentially Eligible Resources 
 
Following the reconnaissance survey and literature search, no previously recorded NRHP-listed or 
potentially eligible historic resources were identified within the project’s area of potential effects.  
The circa-1926 Miami Jai Alai building (8DA5983) is located outside the immediate project area, but 
within the area of potential effects.  This building, which was previously recorded by Janus Research 
during a cultural resource assessment survey for the Miami Intermodal Center (March 1995), is 
considered ineligible for listing in the NRHP due to the substantial modifications to its original 
design.  Every window opening throughout the building has been enclosed, its Mediterranean 
Revival detailing has been removed or obscured, and numerous substantial additions have been 
appended to the building.  In October of 1995, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
concurred with the opinion that the Miami Jai Alai is ineligible for listing in the NRHP. 
 
No previously recorded NRHP-listed or eligible archaeological resources were identified within or 
adjacent to the portion of the project area located at the Miami Jai-Alai parking facility for storage of 
dredge spoil.  Five sites (8DA11, 8DA13, 8DA98, 8DA1655, and 8DA3220) along the Miami River 
where the dredging will occur were identified as listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP.  Of the 
five sites, one (8DA11) is potentially eligible for listing and four (8DA13, 8DA98, 8DA1655, and 
8DA3220) are eligible for listing in the NRHP.  
 
Site 8DA11, the Granada site, is a midden site that represents the Native American village of 
Tequesta during the sixteenth through eighteenth centuries.  It is located along the northern bank of 
the Miami River in Section 37, Township 54 South, Range 41 East on the South Miami USGS 
Quadrangle.  Site 8DA11 is considered eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
 
Site 8DA13, Miami Sand Mound 4, is a precontact sand mound located on the southern bank at the 
mouth of the Miami River in Section 38, Township 54 South, Range 42 East on the South Miami 
USGS Quadrangle.  Artifacts recovered include human bone fragments, pottery, and midden 
material.  Although this site was reportedly leveled, it is possible that some sub-surface burial 
features remain within Brickell Park.  It was recommended that a professional archaeologist monitor 
any subsurface maintenance or construction in Brickell Park.  Site 8DA13 is considered potentially 
eligible for listing in the NRHP.  
 
Site 8DA98 (also known as 8DA12), named Brickell Point or Miami Midden #2, is a Glades I-II 
period black dirt midden located on the southern bank at the mouth of the Miami River in Section 38, 
Township 54 South, Range 42 East on the South Miami USGS Quadrangle.  A newly discovered 
portion of this site is known as the Miami Circle, which is the footprint of a large prehistoric 
structure cut into the limestone bedrock and an associated midden.  Two radiocarbon dates were 
obtained that date the site to approximately AD 100.  Site 8DA98 is considered eligible for listing in 
the NRHP. 
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Site 8DA1655, Miami River Rapids/Ferguson Mill, is a black dirt midden and a coontie mill site 
situated on the North Fork of the Miami River.  The prehistoric midden site dates to the Glades II 
culture, whereas the mill site dates to ca. 1830-1860.  It is located in Section 33, Township 53 South, 
Range 41 East on the South Miami USGS Quadrangle.  Site 8DA1655 is considered eligible for 
listing in the NRHP. 
 
Site 8DA3220, the Jose’ Marti site, is a precontact shell midden and cemetery from the Glades I 
culture located in Section 38, Township 54 South, Range 41 East on the South Miami USGS 
Quadrangle.  Site 8DA3220 has not yet been evaluated, and therefore, its eligibility for listing in the 
NRHP is unknown. 
 
A recent discovery of what may be an archaeological site at the mouth of the Miami River has become 
known as the Miami Circle.  A 38-foot-wide circle of cut and constructed stones was unearthed during 
excavations in preparation of a $100 million residential and commercial complex.  It is widely believed 
to have been constructed by Tequesta tribe between 500 and 2,000 years ago.  Excavation of this site is 
currently ongoing. 
 
4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
This section is the scientific and analytic basis for the comparisons of the alternatives.  See Table 3 for 
a summary of direct and indirect impacts of alternatives considered.  The following includes anticipated 
changes to the existing environment including direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. 
 
4.1   GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
In general, removal of the contaminated sediment material from Miami River will improve long-term 
water quality by reducing continuous resuspension.  The removal of the shoal material will return the 
Federal channel to its design project depth and restore safe underkeel clearances for navigation. 
 
4.2 VEGETATION 
 
4.2.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River 
 
The navigation channel contains very little aquatic vegetation.  Vegetation along the banks of the 
river should not be disturbed along the project corridor.  Seagrass communities in the adjoining 
portions of Biscayne Bay should experience long-term benefits through reduced siltation and 
contaminant exposure.  
 
4.2.2 Disposal of Dredged Material 
 
Disposal of sediments removed from Miami River will occur at a site where it can be beneficially 
used (i.e., if it is treated) or at an approved dumpsite, such as a landfill or other final disposal facility.  
No adverse effects on vegetation are expected. 
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4.2.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo) 
 
Vegetation would likely remain as it is currently in the short-term, with little or no change under the 
no-action alternative.  With the continued shoaling of the river, bottom sediments will be 
increasingly stirred by navigation traffic, thus decreasing the likelihood that submergent vegetation 
may take root. 

 
4.3 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
4.3.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River 
 
The primary potential impact on threatened and endangered species stems from the use of watercraft 
and their collisions with manatees.  To minimize the occurrence of vessel-manatee collisions, USACE 
will include standard USFWS manatee protection provisions in the construction specifications provided 
to contractors.  Implementation of these specifications will be required of the contractor.  The USFWS 
Coordination Act Report is provided in Appendix C. 
 
Manatee watches will be required to be posted by the contractor during dredging operations.  This 
condition is specified in the construction contract.  A log of sightings and notification of appropriate 
regulatory agencies is required.  A physical control that helps to exclude manatees from the dredging 
area is a silt curtain.  Floating baffles of the silt curtains help avoid undetected intrusions of manatees 
into work areas. 
 
Although sea turtles occur within Biscayne Bay, no records exist of sea turtles entering the Miami 
River.  Consequently, the USACE has made a determination that maintenance dredging of the Miami 
River will have no effect on threatened and endangered sea turtles protected by Section 7 of the ESA. 
 
The USACE also finds that maintenance dredging of the Miami River will have no effect on 
threatened Johnson’s seagrass or its designated critical habitat under Section 7 of the ESA.  The 
USACE believes that dredging will have no effect on the species because of the current condition of 
the water exiting the Miami River.  This belief is based on the findings of the Draft CAR, specifically 
the comments made by the National Park Service in a 1986 letter to the District Engineer. 
 
4.3.2 Disposal of Dredged Material 
 
Any site chosen for disposal (interim or final) that is in a natural area will be assessed for its value as 
threatened or endangered species habitat.  If such a site is selected for disposal, the Contractor will be 
required to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or the NMFS 
(depending upon the location of the site) to ensure that such species or their habitat will not be 
impacted.  Coordination with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission will also be 
required of the Contractor, under these circumstances.  However, it is anticipated that no disposal site 
will be selected where there is a potential for adverse impacts to threatened or endangered species. 
 
4.3.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo) 
 
Under current conditions, the only protected species likely to be impacted is the manatee.  Because 
no major change in current navigation traffic is anticipated under this alternative, the current rate of 
boat-manatee collisions is expected to continue.  However, if river shoaling continues to a point that 
it diminishes navigation traffic, boat-manatee collisions may decrease. 
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4.4  HARDGROUNDS 
 
4.4.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River   
 
Hardgrounds in the project area are not anticipated to be impacted directly.  However, they may 
benefit indirectly by the removal of contaminated sediments from the river that are continually 
flushed into Biscayne Bay by tidal actions and river flow. 
 
4.4.2 Disposal of Dredged Material 
 
Should a disposal site be selected where hardgrounds may be impacted, the Contractor will be 
required to assess those impacts and coordinate with the appropriate agencies prior to the 
commencement of project activities. 
 
4.4.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo)   
 
Hardgrounds would remain as they are currently, potentially decreasing in quality as benthic habitat 
with the continued movement of contaminated sediments from Miami River. 
 
4.5 FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES 
 
4.5.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River 
 
The fauna of the Miami River is both impoverished and tolerant of extreme conditions.  Although 
dredging activities would kill individual benthic organisms present in materials dredged from the 
river, it is unlikely that solids suspended by dredging operations would have any measurable impacts 
on any of the biological communities of the river.  It is anticipated that the biological communities of 
the river would improve by reducing contaminated sediments, reducing agitation of bottom 
sediments, and improving the overall health of the river. 
 
4.5.2 Disposal of Dredged Material 
 
It is anticipated that interim and final disposal of dredged sediments will be in an area that is of 
minimal value as fish and wildlife habitat, such as an approved landfill or other dumping site.  As 
mentioned under threatened and endangered species, should the interim or final disposal take place 
near wildlife habitat, the Contractor will be required to coordinate with Federal and state fish and 
wildlife agencies in order to exclude or minimize impacts to these areas and species. 
 
4.5.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo) 
 
The biological communities of the Miami River would continue to be adversely impacted by the 
contaminated sediments present in the river.    Numerous studies have identified sediments in 
Biscayne Bay that were transported by currents from Miami River.  Concern has been expressed that 
continued entry of contaminated Miami River sediments into Biscayne Bay could result in 
bioaccumulation of heavy metals and other substances, thereby adversely affecting the ecosystem. 
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4.6 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 
 
4.6.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River 
 
The Miami River does not support significant commercial or recreational fishery resources.  The 
removal of contaminated sediments from the river that may be transported to Biscayne Bay would be a 
beneficial impact to the ecosystem and essential fish habitat in that area. 
 
4.6.2 Disposal of Dredged Material 
 
It is anticipated that interim or final disposal of dredged materials will not be undertaken in an area 
where essential fish habitat would be adversely impacted.  Should a disposal area be chosen in close 
proximity to EFH, the Contractor will be required to coordinate with NMFS in order to eliminate or 
minimize impacts to EFH. 

 
4.6.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo) 
 
It has been reported that sediments from the Miami River have altered the seagrass communities of 
Biscayne Bay.  Turtle grass climax communities have been replaced by communities dominated by 
shoal grass and halophila.  The seagrass beds in areas of Biscayne Bay near the mouth of the Miami 
River have been reportedly retreated due to the adverse effects of Miami River sediments.  If the 
project is not implemented, the transportation of sediments through the mouth of the river into 
Biscayne Bay will continue.  Adverse effects on the Biscayne Bay ecosystem resulting from Miami 
River sediments will continue, and possibly worsen.  The catastrophic discharge of sediments due to 
flooding caused by a hurricane or other severe storms could create a long-term negative impact on 
Biscayne Bay (NPS, 1986). 
 
4.7 HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
 
4.7.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River 
 
By letter of June 27, 1986, the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), in his review of the 
Draft Feasibility Report stated, 
 
 In those locales where dredging is to be confined to extant channels and go no deeper 

than previously excavated areas, this project may proceed without any further 
involvement of this office.  If existing channels, however, are to be widened or dredged 
deeper than they have been in the past, then these dredging operations need to be 
carefully monitored for the presence of cultural materials in order to locate sites which 
may be eligible for listing in the National Register. 

 
There are no known NRHP-listed or potentially eligible archaeological resources within the project 
area.  Five NRHP-eligible or potentially eligible archaeological resources (8DA11, 8DA13, 8DA98, 
8DA1655, and 8DA3220) are located adjacent to the Miami River, but will not be impacted by the 
proposed dredging.  However, the Miami-Dade Historic Preservation Division expressed concern 
that the dredging could impact unrecorded archaeological resources on the Miami River bottom.  
Therefore, monitoring by a professional archaeologist is recommended for any dredging activities 
that affect the Miami River. 
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4.7.2 Disposal of Dredged Material 
 
It is anticipated that final disposal of dredged sediments will be in an area approved for acceptance of 
such materials and will not affect historic properties or cultural resources.  For interim disposal sites, 
the Contractor will be required to coordinate with SHPO on any site(s) planned for use in this project 
that have not been previously cleared with that office.  One interim site near the Miami-Dade Jai-Alai 
Arena parking lot has been investigated.  A request was made to SHPO for the existence of any 
known historical or archaeological sites on this property.  A reply from SHPO has been received.  
Correspondence with SHPO is presented in Appendix D. 
 
The circa-1926 Miami Jai-Alai building (8DA5983) is located within the area of potential effects.  
However, this previously recorded building has been determined ineligible for listing in the NRHP by 
the SHPO due to the substantial modifications and additions to its original design.  Therefore, this 
project would have no impacts to known historic resources in the immediate project area or directly 
adjacent to the project area. 
 
4.7.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo) 
 
No impact to historic properties is expected from this alternative. 
 
4.8  SOCIOECONOMICS 
 
The dredging of the Miami River will have a temporary adverse impact on the socioeconomic 
characteristics of neighborhoods adjacent to the river.  These impacts will be short lived and only 
persist while the river is being dredged.  These impacts will result from the disruption of waterborne 
commerce, a hindrance of the navigation of fishing and pleasure vessels, the physical operation of the 
dredge, and temporary changes in land uses on the river's banks.  The magnitude of these impacts will 
depend on various factors including the type and size of dredge equipment used, the turbidity screen 
setup employed, operational procedures, and hours of dredge operation.   
 
Because of the winding and narrow nature of the Miami River, dredging will present unique impacts 
not typically experienced during dredging operations on larger navigable waterways.  The use of a 
dredge encircled by a turbidity screen, with a dredge material disposal barge moored at its side, will 
physically occupy a significant portion of the river's width.  Further complicating matters will be the 
period needed to dredge the river.  Dredging of the Miami River could take up to two years because of 
conditions on the river and the need to use smaller equipment than is used in typical dredge operations.  
The longer the period of dredging, the greater will be the adverse impact to the region.   
 
4.8.1 Navigation 
 
4.8.1.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River.  Navigation on the Miami River will be 
affected while the river is being dredged.  The physical presence of the dredge and the use of 
turbidity screens around the dredge will disrupt waterborne commerce and may hinder fishing and 
pleasure vessels from traversing certain sections of the river while the dredge is operational.    The 
physical setup of a dredge and barge on the Miami River would block a significant portion of the 
river's narrow width.  Near the mouth of the river, where the width is 250 feet, tapering to 170 feet, 
the impact to navigation because of the dredging operation should be minimal.  Upstream, the river 
narrows to 150 feet, then to 125 feet.  As the river narrows, continual navigation for all vessels 
during dredging will become more difficult, until reaching the point that only fishing and pleasure 
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vessels will be able to navigate the river while the dredge is operational.  Above NW 27th Avenue, 
the area where most waterborne commerce vessels dock, the river narrows to 90 feet.  Continuous 
dredging will block traffic at this section of the river.  To allow operation of waterborne commerce in 
this area, dredging will have to be halted periodically and the dredge equipment moved from the 
navigation channel to allow vessels to pass. 
 
Dredging of small tributaries along the river will result in temporary inconvenience to owners of small 
fishing and pleasure vessels, the only types of vessels that can use these waters.  During dredging 
operations, nearby pleasure and fishing vessels will have to be relocated, and navigation on the waters 
halted. Transportation of dredge material by barges will increase waterborne traffic on the Miami 
River, thereby resulting in some delays. 
 
4.8.1.2 Disposal of Dredged Material.  Once dredging of the sediments is complete, the disposal of 
dredged material is not anticipated to affect navigation adversely. 
 
4.8.1.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo).  Navigation is currently being adversely affected by the 
shoaling of the Miami River.  If the proposed maintenance dredging is not completed, navigation will 
be seriously curtailed, possibly resulting in a significant adverse impact to local and regional 
businesses. 
 
It appears reasonable to conclude that the State of Florida and the Federal Government would not 
continue to allow the unabated discharge of contaminated sediments from the Miami River into 
Biscayne Bay.  If the contaminated sediments are not removed from the river, the closure of the 
Miami River as a port facility may be the only recourse for protecting the integrity of the Biscayne 
Bay ecosystem. 
 
4.8.2 Water Related Industries 
 
4.8.2.1  Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River.  Water related industries, such as ship repair 
and construction commercial marinas and seafood wholesalers and processors, should not be severely 
impacted by the dredging operation.  These enterprises typically do not require extensive use of the 
Miami River, instead using the river for incoming arriving and departing vessels.  The major impacts to 
these industries would result from the dredge operating directly in front of their business and hindering 
the arrival and departure of vessels.   
 
4.8.2.2 Disposal of Dredged Material.  Disposal of the dredged sediments should have little or no 
effect upon water related industries. 
 
4.8.2.3  No-Action Alternative (Status Quo).  Without the proposed maintenance dredging, water 
related industries could see a significant decrease in the number of vessels that can reach their facilities 
due to the shoaling taking place in the river. 
 
It appears reasonable to conclude that the State of Florida and the Federal Government will not 
continue to allow the unabated discharge of contaminated sediments from the Miami River into 
Biscayne Bay.  If the contaminated sediments are not removed from the river, the closure of the 
Miami River as a port facility may be the only recourse for protecting the integrity of the Biscayne 
Bay ecosystem. 
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4.8.3 Waterborne Commerce 
 
4.8.3.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River.  As stated above, waterborne commerce on the 
Miami River could be adversely impacted by the dredging of the upper reaches of the river.  The 
narrow width of the channel prevents two vessels from passing on the river under normal conditions.  
The presence of the dredge and the dredge material disposal barge on the river, which essentially 
occupy the width of two vessels, will block the movement of larger vessels.  Because of the narrow 
nature of the river north of NW 27th Avenue, the docks on at least one side of the River will have to be 
vacated to allow the dredge and dredge material disposal barge to operate.  This will prevent terminal 
operators from using their docks for two to three days while the river is dredged in front of their dock.  
Further impacting waterborne commerce on the river will be the physical location of the dredge in front 
of docking facilities.  During certain hours, the dredge will have to be idled and moved from the 
navigation channel to allow vessels to use the river. 
 
Below NW 27th Avenue, there are fewer terminals and the river is wider; therefore, impacts because of 
dredging will be less.  The major impact will result from the mooring of the dredge in front of loading 
docks and the disruption of navigation in narrow or winding areas of the river or near bridge support 
structures that extend into the river. 
 
4.8.3.2 Disposal of Dredged Material.  As discussed in Navigation, should a disposal site be chosen 
in the ocean or bay, minor inconveniences to waterborne commerce may result. 
 
4.8.3.3  No-Action Alternative (Status Quo).  Without the proposed maintenance dredging of the 
Miami River, long-term disruptions to waterborne commerce will likely result due to the limitations 
on the size, number, and times of day that vessels can move up and down the river. 
 
It appears reasonable to conclude that the State of Florida and the Federal Government would not 
continue to allow the unabated discharge of contaminated sediments from the Miami River into 
Biscayne Bay.  If the contaminated sediments are not removed from the river, the closure of the 
Miami River as a port facility may be the only recourse for protecting the integrity of the Biscayne 
Bay ecosystem. 
 
4.8.4 Economic Impact 
 
4.8.4.1  Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River.  The major adverse economic impact on the 
Miami River resulting from the dredging will be from the disruption of waterborne commerce.  
Beneficial impacts include improved access to commercial facilities by vessels, increased vessel 
capacities resulting from improvements to the channel, improved safety, and the decreased likelihood 
of the loss of shipping activities to competing ports. 
 
4.8.4.2 Disposal of Dredged Material.  Some citizens and local officials have expressed concern over 
business interruptions that may be caused if an interim disposal facility in close proximity to businesses 
is utilized.  The Contractor will be required to conduct operations in a manner that will not impose 
hardships on any local businesses or cause any significant interruptions to their normal activities. 
 
4.8.4.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo).  Local and regional economic impacts could result if 
the proposed project is not completed due to the curtailed commercial activity on the river by 
shipping interests. 
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It appears reasonable to conclude that the State of Florida and the Federal Government would not 
continue to allow the unabated discharge of contaminated sediments from the Miami River into 
Biscayne Bay.  If the contaminated sediments are not removed from the river, the closure of the 
Miami River as a port facility may be the only recourse for protecting the integrity of the Biscayne 
Bay ecosystem.  The economic assets discussed in this document would be severely curtailed. 
 
4.8.5 Land Use 
 
4.8.5.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River.  The dredging of the Miami River should not 
impact long-term land use along the river, although short-term impacts may result depending on the 
dredge disposal alternative utilized. 
 
4.8.5.2 Disposal of Dredged Material.  The use of an interim disposal site would likely mean a 
temporary charge in land use for approximately 10 acres of land during the dredging and disposal 
activities of the project.  If a site were chosen for final disposal that has been previously utilized for 
dredged material disposal or if it is an approved landfill or other disposal facility, a change in land 
use would not result. 
 
One method of dredge material disposal, upland disposal, will require the dewatering of dredge 
material at a site near the river.  This would require the use of one or several parcels of vacant land 
adjacent to or near the river where dredge material could be dewatered and loaded on trucks for 
transport to upland disposal sites.  This would require the use of vacant land located near the river 
and may require changes in present land zoning use. 
 
4.8.5.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo).  No short-term impacts to land use are expected to 
result from the no-action alternative.  Long-term impacts to land use could result if commercial 
interests that currently depend on waterborne traffic are forced to close or move from the area due to 
limitations on navigation resulting from the shoaling of the river.  
 
4.8.6 Air Traffic 
 
4.8.6.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River.  Dredging activities would have no effect on air 
traffic. 
 
4.8.6.2  Disposal of Dredged Material.  The interim staging site is within the clear zone of a primary 
runway of the Miami International Airport.  The glide-slope height restriction extends from 
approximately 100 feet near the Miami River to approximately 50 feet near Lejeune Road.  At this 
interim disposal site the restriction on height is approximately 80 feet.  None of the construction 
activity required to construct the containment dikes or any of the dredging activities will penetrate the 
clear zone associated with the runway glide slope. 
 
Because dredge material from the Miami River contains a low percentage of organic matter, it is 
unlikely that it will attract birds.  Stockpiling of dredge material associated with the dredging of private 
docks has not been observed to attract birds.  Therefore, it is anticipated that there will be no increase in 
bird activity at the interim disposal site, which is near the Miami International Airport. 
 
4.8.6.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo).  The no-action alternative is not expected to have an 
impact on air traffic. 
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4.9 AESTHETICS 
 
Biscayne Bay, located at the mouth of the Miami River and the downstream end of the project, is 
generally considered aesthetically pleasing.  The industrial reaches of the Miami River, by contrast, 
are areas of rather low aesthetic value, owing to large amounts of rusted ships and debris within the 
river and the extensive industrialization of much of the real estate along the riverbank. 
 
4.9.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River 
 
It is believed that removal of sediments from the Miami River will remove the source of the majority of 
the adverse effects from the Biscayne Bay ecosystem and subsequently improve the system's water 
quality and aesthetics. 
 
4.9.2 Disposal of Dredged Material 
 
Aesthetics of the immediate area of an interim site would likely be adversely impacted during the 
storage and handling operations.  Upon termination of interim disposal activities, original aesthetics of 
the area would be restored to the degree practical.  Aesthetics of the final disposal site should not be 
adversely impacted, as it is anticipated that this will occur in an area that is already similarly affected. 
 
4.9.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo) 
 
No changes in the aesthetics of the Miami River would occur. 
 
4.10 RECREATION 
 
4.10.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River 
 
Impacts to recreational activity on the Miami River should be limited to disrupted navigation of 
recreational fishing and pleasure vessels during dredging and barging operations.  As previously stated, 
navigation of all vessels on the river will likely be affected.  These impacts should be minimal since 
most recreational fishing and pleasure boat activities take place south of NW 27th Avenue where the 
river is wider and where impacts to navigation due to dredging should be minimal.  Land-based 
recreation will be locally affected if any public parks or recreation facilities are used for staging areas, 
equipment storage, or other similar activities.  These effects will be temporary, and land uses will revert 
to recreation upon completion of the project.  Other minor effects include increased noise and 
decreased aesthetic value at recreational facilities located near the dredge operation, but this will be a 
temporary condition. 
 
4.10.2 Disposal of Dredged Material 
 
Neither interim nor final disposal of dredged sediments from the Miami River should have any effect 
on recreation, as disposal would take place in an area or approved facility where no recreational 
activities should occur.  Should an interim disposal site be chosen that is not currently a 
commercial/industrial site, as is the Miami-Dade Jai-Alai parking facility, where there is a potential for 
recreation to be impacted, these issues will be addressed in supplemental NEPA documentation that 
will be required of the Contractor to complete. 
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4.10.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo) 
 
No short-term adverse impacts are expected to recreational resources under this alternative.  However, 
long-term continued shoaling of the river could lead to reduced water depths, which may restrict the 
movements of larger recreational vessels.  Additionally, continued deposition of contaminated 
sediments in Biscayne Bay could impact water quality that could lead to restrictions on human contact 
and recreational fishing. 
 
4.11 WATER QUALITY 
 
4.11.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River 
 
The greatest potential for impact on water quality from implementing the dredging action involves the 
introduction of sediments from the bottom into the water column.  There are two aspects of 
resuspension to be considered: (1) resuspension creates turbidity that has a potential for shading 
seagrasses and algae, thereby decreasing primary productivity; (2) sedimentation following 
resuspension could bury nearby benthic biological communities.  Chemical contaminants present in 
resuspended sediments have a potential for transport into sensitive Biscayne Bay habitats or entering 
the food web and becoming concentrated in higher predators such as birds, sharks, or dolphins. 
 
To meet State standards, water quality in the project area may not be lowered, except on a temporary 
basis during construction in a mixing zone approved by FDEP.  Mixing zones in Class III waters must 
not average less than 4.0 mg/l dissolved oxygen or exceed 41 Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU) of 
turbidity.  Compliance with other numeric standards would also be required.  Outside mixing zones, 
turbidity may not exceed 29 NTU above natural background.  Project performance specifications will 
require the contractor to meet water quality standards imposed by regulatory agencies regardless of the 
type dredge plan utilized to construct the project.  However, short-term impacts should be offset by the 
long-term benefits associated with removing contaminated sediments. 
 
4.11.2 Disposal of Dredged Material 
 
Because of the high metals content of Miami River sediment, the recommended interim disposal site 
should be constructed with an impermeable liner to facilitate the containment of runoff that could 
contaminate surface waters and to prevent the leaching of river sediment constituents into the 
underlying soils and, potentially, groundwater.  If an interim disposal site is utilized, it is assumed it 
will be located in close proximity to the river, so that slurry water and decant water from the pumped 
dredged material can be easily returned to the river.  This water will be high in suspended solids and 
turbidity and when introduced, therefore, the same project performance specifications imposed upon 
the Contractor for dredging operations will apply for the return of dredge water to the river.  If 
dewatering is not implemented at an interim disposal site, the Contractor will be required to assess any 
impacts that might occur to waters receiving seepage and runoff from the dredged materials and 
comply with all Federal, state, and local applicable regulations. 
 
A major environmental consideration of upland disposal is the effect rainwater infiltrating and 
passing through deposited materials will have on ground and surface waters.  Much depends on the 
physical and chemical characteristics of the soils used in constructing a fill.  Materials dredged from 
the Miami River would be somewhat different from other local soils because of the typical scarcity 
of clay particles in river silt.  Materials dredged from the Miami River are much higher in metals 
content than native soils, apparently because of pollutants that entered the river.   
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4.11.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo) 
 
No immediate adverse impacts would result from this alternative; however, long-term effects of the 
continued sedimentation will likely lead to degradation of water quality through increased turbidity due 
to resuspension from prop wash, the dissolution of contaminants from the sediments, and the potential 
for adverse impacts on the ecosystem of Biscayne Bay.  
 
If the contaminated sediments are not removed from the river, the closure of the Miami River as a 
port facility may be the only recourse for protecting the integrity of the Biscayne Bay ecosystem. 
 
4.12 HAZARDOUS, TOXIC, AND RADIOACTIVE WASTE (HTRW) 

 
4.12.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River 
 
HTRW issues most likely affected by the dredging activities will be those related to the effects on 
water quality.  These effects are discussed in detail in the section on water quality. 
 
4.12.2 Disposal of Dredged Material 
 
Upon removal of the contaminated sediments from the river, whether the sediments are transported to 
a final or interim disposal facility, the Contractor will be required to monitor sediment quality to 
ensure disposal in a facility designated for that type material and, at any interim disposal site utilized, 
take all necessary precautions to prevent adverse impacts to surface and/or ground water leachate 
from the materials. 
 
The only interim site studied in detail, thus far, has been the proposed staging area.  It was 
determined that although USTs for petroleum products have existed there in the past, no significant 
contamination was found there that could be caused to migrate from that site or impact the dredged 
materials on the site.  Should the selected contractor wish to use a different interim disposal site or 
use a final disposal site not previously designated for the type material to be disposed, additional 
studies will be required prior to the utilization of that site(s) to determine the presence or absence of 
HTRW materials. 
 
4.12.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo) 
 
Other than effects discussed in other sections of leaving the contaminated sediments in place on the 
natural resources of the project area, no other effects on HTRW issues are expected under this 
alternative. 
 
4.13 AIR QUALITY 
 
4.13.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River 
 
The expenditure of fuels by waterborne traffic engaged in the dredging of the project (dredges, tugs, 
crewboats), as well as any increase of shipping after completion of the navigation improvements, 
would result in exhaust gases known to impair air quality.  However, because of the relatively small 
increase in exhaust gases produced, it is highly unlikely that any significant degradation of regional air 
quality would occur.  The project would have no impact on traffic-related air emissions.  No additional 
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traffic congestion would occur from opening and closing drawbridges.  Because of the relatively low 
concentration of putrescible organic matter in the sediments, no objectionable odors are anticipated 
from the exposure of dredge material to the air. 
 
4.13.2 Disposal of Dredged Material 
 
Other than the potential for odors from the dredged materials, which is considered low due to the low 
organic content of the dredged materials from Miami River, this alternative should have no effect on air 
quality.  However, should the contractor propose to use a thermal treatment method, an air quality 
permit would be required, and the contractor would be required to comply with applicable state and 
federal air emissions standards. 
 
4.13.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo) 
 
No impact to air quality is anticipated to result from this alternative. 
 
4.14 NOISE 
 
4.14.1 Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River 
 
Adverse effects of the dredging activities on the noise environment of the area are not anticipated.  It is 
unlikely that any engine noise generated by the dredges and associated watercraft would create noise 
levels that significantly exceed those levels produced by recreational, commercial, and shipping 
activities that currently take place.  The temporary nature of the construction and the attenuation of 
noise by distances from residential centers should minimize adverse impacts of the project. 
 
4.14.2 Disposal of Dredged Material 
 
The creation of noise by equipment used for storage and handling is anticipated during the interim 
and/or final disposal of the dredged material.  The selected contractor will be required to be responsive 
to any complaints received from surrounding residents or tenants and take necessary action to abate the 
noise to an acceptable level. 
 
4.14.3 No-Action Alternative (Status Quo) 
 
No impacts to the noise environment are expected under the No-Action alternative. 
 
4.15 PUBLIC SAFETY 
 
Although during the dredging operations there will be a small risk to public safety should someone 
accidentally venture into the restricted work zone around the dredge, the proposed project will be 
beneficial in that it will reduce the potential for ship groundings due to insufficient depths for 
navigation traffic. 
 
4.16 ENERGY REQUIREMENTS AND CONSERVATION 
 
Restoring the Federal channel to its design depth will allow vessels to load deeper and carry larger 
cargoes resulting in more efficient transportation that yields energy savings from fewer trips required 
to transport the same amount of cargo.   
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4.17 NATURAL OR DEPLETABLE RESOURCES 
 
Energy and natural resources used for the proposed action would not materially affect available 
supplies.  Implementation of sediment removal actions may result in increased energy usage by vessels 
in the Miami River.  Sufficient fuel supplies are available, and no shortages in fuel are anticipated. 
 
4.18 SCIENTIFIC RESOURCES 
 
USACE is not aware of any impacts to scientific resources that may be caused by the proposed 
project. 
 
4.19 NATIVE AMERICANS 
 
USACE is not aware of any impacts to Native Americans that may be caused by the proposed 
project. 
 
4.20 REUSE AND CONSERVATION POTENTIAL 
 
Generally, dredged material is not reusable and it is especially doubtful in the case of the proposed 
project since the Miami River sediments are contaminated with low levels of hazardous constituents.   
 
4.21 URBAN QUALITY 
 
No change to urban quality is expected to result from the proposed project. 
 
4.22 SOLID WASTE 
 
Dredged materials will be temporarily stored at the interim disposal site before being transported to a 
permanent disposal site in compliance with state and Federal regulations on such materials.  Solid 
waste products generated by the dredging and sediment-handling operations will be disposed of in 
accordance with local, state, and Federal laws and ordinances.  All solid waste materials generated 
that meet the criteria for recycling will be recycled if that option is prudent and practical within the 
budgetary and engineering confines of the proposed project. 
 
4.23 DRINKING WATER 
 
The proposed project is not expected to result in impacts to any drinking water sources or supplies 
within the project area. 
 
4.24 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
Cumulative impacts are defined as the impacts on the environment that result from the incremental 
impact of the proposed action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions.  Because maintenance dredging of the Miami River has not been previously performed within 
the Federal project, a full assessment of cumulative impacts is unknown.  Maintenance dredging would 
not increase the size of the authorized project, but restore it to its original dimensions.  Subsequent 
maintenance dredging would take place at an unknown interval on an as-needed basis.  Outfall controls 
and stormwater management plans that are in-place or are planned for implementation are likely to 
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result in a reduced rate of sediment deposition and associated shoaling within the channel.  Under a 
worst-case condition, future sedimentation would create impacts no worse than those currently in 
existence. 
 
4.25 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 
 
4.25.1 Irreversible 
 
An irreversible commitment of resources is one in which the ability to use and/or enjoy the resource is 
lost forever.  One example of an irreversible commitment might be the mining of a mineral resource.  
Dredging and disposal operations would involve the irreversible commitment of energy and 
construction materials required to remove, transport, store, and dispose sediments. 
 
4.25.2 Irretrievable 
 
An irretrievable commitment of resources is one in which, due to decisions to manage the resource for 
another purpose, opportunities to use or enjoy the resource, as they presently exist are lost for a period.  
An example of an irretrievable loss might be a plant community permanently lost due to road 
construction.  Interim disposal requires the temporary loss of vegetation that will be smothered during 
disposal operations. 
 
4.26 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
Implementation of the proposed action is anticipated to produce no unavoidable adverse environmental 
impacts to significant resources.  However, because of the dredging associated with the navigation 
maintenance project and comments from USACE regarding the uncertainty of no unavoidable adverse 
environmental impacts, the potential exists for short-term release of contaminants from dredging, 
transport, and/or disposal operations and the potential exists for temporary increases in boat-manatee 
collisions. 
 
4.27 LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES AND MAINTENANCE/ 

ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 
 
Short-term uses represented by the project include construction resources, monetary expenditures, and 
labor expended during the dredging, transport, and disposal operations.  They also include the short-
term impacts discussed in this document.  Long-term enhancements in productivity relate to the 
decreased likelihood of contaminated sediments damaging the Biscayne Bay ecosystem.  The project 
would result in improved navigation safety and improved operational efficiency, potentially allowing 
more productive use of the human resources represented by the regional labor pool. 
 
4.28 INDIRECT EFFECTS 
 
Indirect impacts involve effects linked to the project but subsequent to construction such as may result 
from increased shipping or larger ships, different commodity movements, new industry attracted to the 
area, greater development pressure, etc.  Future commodity movements are expected to be of a similar 
nature to those existing now.  No new shipping-related industry of substantial magnitude is expected.  
Development pressure is expected to increase in the future regardless of navigation improvement.  
Vessel traffic in the channel would not increase from present levels.  The assessment of secondary 
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impacts is made based on present conditions and could change if economic trade embargoes with Cuba 
and Haiti are lifted. 
 
4.29 COMPATIBILITY WITH FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL OBJECTIVES 
 
Compatibility with Federal, state and local objectives will be assured through coordination with 
government and organization agencies and offices and through the dissemination of this document. 
 
4.30 CONFLICTS AND CONTROVERSY 
 
There are currently no known areas or subjects of conflict or controversy related to the proposed 
project. 
 
4.31 UNCERTAIN, UNIQUE, OR UNKNOWN RISKS 
 
The potential exists for leakage of contaminated sediment from dredging operations, such as from 
pipelines or spillage.  Leakage from the interim and final disposal sites is also a possibility. 
 
4.32 PRECEDENT AND PRINCIPLE FOR FUTURE ACTIONS 

 
Handling of dredged material from the Miami River is somewhat different from the normal approach.  
Clean dredged material might be reused for some beneficial use, such as fill for construction or beach 
renourishment.  The contaminated sediment from the Miami River Federal channel will be dewatered 
and then taken to a suitable landfill instead of reused. 
 
4.33 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS 
 
USACE and contractors commit to avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating for adverse effects during 
construction activities by including the following commitments in the contract specifications: 
 

1. Requirement for Water Quality Certification 
2. Essential Fish Habitat Coordination 
3. Manatee protection measures 
4. Regional Biological Opinion if a hopper dredge is used  

 
4.34 COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
4.34.1 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
 
The project complies with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 
4321, et seq. P.L. 91-190. 
 
4.34.2 Endangered Species Act of 1973 
 
This project complies with the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq. 
P.L. 93-205.  Coordination Federal and state wildlife officials will continue throughout the planning 
stage of the proposed project. 
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4.34.3 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 
 
This project is currently being coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  A 
Coordination Act Report (CAR) is in development by the USFWS.   
 
4.34.4 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Inter Alia) 
 
Consultation with the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has been initiated in 
accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 470a, et seq. P.L. 89-
655; the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and Executive Order 11593.  
 
4.34.5 Clean Water Act of 1972 
 
The project complies with the Clean Water Act, as amended, (Federal Water Pollution Control Act) 
33 U.S.C. 1251, et seq. P.L. 92-500.  
 
4.34.6 Clean Air Act of 1972 
  
This project complies with Section 309 of the Clean Air Act of 1972, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 1857h-
7, et seq. P.L. 91-604. 
 
4.34.7 Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 
 
This project is consistent with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Program (see Appendix E) and 
complies with the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1451, et seq. P.L. 
92-583. 
 
4.34.8 Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 
 
No prime or unique farmland would be impacted by implementation of this project.  The Farmland 
Protection Policy Act of 1980 and 1995, P.L. 97-98 is not applicable. 
 
4.34.9 Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968 
 
No designated Wild and Scenic river reaches would be affected by project related activities.  The 
Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1271, et seq. P.L. 90-542 is not 
applicable. 
 
4.34.10   Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 
 
Incorporation of the safe guards used to protect threatened or endangered species during dredging 
and disposal operations would also protect any marine mammals in the area, therefore, this project is 
in compliance with the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1968, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1361, et seq. 
P.L. 92-522. 
 
4.34.11   Estuary Protection Act of 1968 
 
No designated estuary would be affected by project activities.  The Estuary Protection Act of 1968, 
16 U.S.C. 1221, et seq. P.L. 90-454 is not applicable. 
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4.34.12   Federal Water Project Recreation Act 
 
The principles of the Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C 460-1 (12), et seq. 
P.L. 89-72, do not apply to this project. 
 
4.34.13   Submerged Lands Act of 1953 
 
This project is in compliance with the State Sovereignty and Submerged Lands program and the 
Submerged Lands Act of 1953, 43 U.S.C. 1301, et seq. 
 
4.34.14  Coastal Barrier Resources Act and Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1990 
 
There are no designated coastal barrier resources in the project area that would be affected by this 
project.  The Coastal Barrier Resources Act, 16 U.S.C. 3501, et seq. P.L. 97-348, and Coastal Barrier 
Improvement Act of 1990 are not applicable.  
 
4.34.15   Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 
 
The proposed work would not obstruct navigable waters of the United States.  The proposed action 
has been subject to the public notice, public hearing, and other evaluations normally conducted for 
activities subject to the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, as amended, 33 U.S.C. 401, et seq.  The 
project is in full compliance. 
 
4.34.16  Anadromous Fish Conservation Act 
 
As defined in the Anadromous Fish Conservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 757a-g, 79 Stat. 1125, as amended 
by P.L. 89-304, anadromous fish species would not be affected.   
 
4.34.17  Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Migratory Bird Conservation Act 
 
No migratory birds would be affected by project activities.  The project is in compliance with the 
Migratory Bird Conservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 715-715d, 715e, 715f-715r; 45 Stat. 1222 and the 
Migratory Bird Treaties and other international agreements listed in the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended, Section 2(a)(4). 
 
4.34.18  Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act 
 
The Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act, 33 U.S.C. 1401, et seq. P.L. 92-532 (3[33 
U.S.C. 1402](f)) does not apply to this project. 
 
4.34.19  Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
 
Coordination with NMFS regarding EFH, in accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation Act, as amended in 1996, 16 U.S.C. 1801, et seq. P.L. 94-265, has been initiated by the 
Jacksonville District USACE. 
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4.34.20  E.O. 11990, Protection of Wetlands 
 
No wetlands would be affected by project activities.  This project complies with the goals of this 
Executive Order. 
 
4.34.21  E.O. 11988, Flood Plain Management 
 
The project is in the base flood plain (100-year flood) and has been evaluated in accordance with this 
Executive Order.  This project complies with the goals of this Executive Order. 
 
4.34.22 E.O. 12898, Environmental Justice 
 
On February 11, 1994, the President of the United States issued Executive Order 12898, Federal 
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.  
The Executive Order mandates that each Federal agency make environmental justice part of the 
agency mission and to address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of the programs and policies on minority and low-income populations. 
 
According to U.S. Census Bureau 2000 population estimates, Miami-Dade County has a total 
population of 2,253,362.  Based on this census data, minorities compose about 30.3 percent of this 
population, compared to about 22.0 percent for the State of Florida and 24.9 percent for the nation. 
 
The low-income household data is composed of median household money income statistics from the 
U.S. Census Bureau 1997 model-based estimates.  The average median household money income for 
the Miami-Dade County was about $30,000, compared to about $32,877 for the State of Florida and 
$37,005 for the nation. 
 
No minority or low-income populations would be affected by project activities.  This project 
complies with the goals of this Executive Order.  
 
4.34.23 Disparate Risks Involving Children 
 
On April 21, 1997, the President of the United States issued Executive Order 13045, Protection of 
Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.  The Executive Order mandates that 
each Federal agency make a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety 
risks that may disproportionately affect children and ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and 
standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health risks or 
safety risks. 
 
According to U.S. Census Bureau 2000 population estimates, Miami-Dade County has an average 
percent population of 39.0 for persons under the age of 18, compared to 31.3 percent for the state of 
Florida and 35.0 percent for the nation. 
 
4.34.24 E.O. 13112, Invasive Species 
 
This executive order requires Federal agencies to consider the potential for proposed actions to 
promote the spread of invasive species.  In southern Florida, invasive species such as Australian pine, 
Brazilian pepper, and Melaleuca are typically found to colonize disturbed sites.  Site disturbance 
associated with this project would involve the establishment of a staging area.  However, because this 
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project would be of short duration followed by restoration of the staging area, there would be limited 
opportunity for invasive species to become established.  
 
4.34.25  E.O. 13089, Coral Reef Protection 
 
The nearest known coral reef area to the proposed project is located offshore of Government Cut, 
approximately four miles from the mouth of the Miami River.  It is currently anticipated that the 
proposed project will not adversely impact that area, as under normal conditions river discharge 
velocities do not appear to be great enough to carry sediment that far. 
 
5.0  LIST OF PREPARERS 
 
5.1 PREPARERS 
 
The following people prepared or provided information for the preparation of this Environmental 
Impact Statement. 
 

 Name  Discipline  Agency  Role 
Michael S. Loden, Ph.D. Biologist G.E.C., Inc. EIS Project Manager 
Cade E. Carter, P.E. Engineer G.E.C., Inc. Engineering 
James F. Coerver, P.E. Engineer G.E.C., Inc. Engineering 
Patrick S. MacDanel Biologist G.E.C., Inc. NEPA Specialist 
Daniel Maher Economist G.E.C., Inc. Socioeconomics 
Rea Boothby Ecologist U.S. Army Corps of Engineers EIS Coordinator 
Kenneth Dugger Biologist U.S. Army Corps of Engineers First Level Supervision 
Hanley K. Smith, Ph.D. Biologist U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Second Level Supervision 

 
5.2 REVIEWERS 
 
The following people reviewed this Environmental Impact Statement. 
 

 Name  Discipline  Agency  Reviewer Role 
Donald W. Ator Economist G.E.C., Inc. Economics 
Rachel A. Keane Biologist G.E.C., Inc. Aquatic Biology/NEPA 
Senda Ozkan Engineer G.E.C., Inc. Engineering 
Joseph C. Wyble Geologist G.E.C., Inc. Sediment Quality/NEPA 
Jerry W. Scarborough, P.E. Engineer U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Project Management 
Richard B. Powell Biologist U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Coastal and Navigation  
John W. Bearce Engineer U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Engineering 
Eric Raasch Economist U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Economics 
James J. McAdams Engineer U.S. Army Corps of Engineers NEPA 
Ted C. Cook Engineer U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Operations 

Glenn R. Schuster Engineer/ 
Biologist U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Water Quality 
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6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
6.1 SCOPING AND DRAFT EIS 
 
A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a draft of this EIS was published in the Federal Register prior to 
report preparation.  The public was invited to attend a Scoping Workshop in Miami on 05 September 
1991.  Approximately 13 members of the public and representatives of state and private 
organizations along with several USACE and contractor representatives attended.  Agencies, 
individuals, and organizations were sent a notice of alternatives and issues proposed at the Scoping 
Workshop for evaluation in the EIS.  Comment was invited. 
 
6.2 AGENCY COORDINATION 
 
The USFWS has the responsibility under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act to determine if any 
action considered in this EIS is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any species listed under 
the Act. 
 
6.3 LIST OF STATEMENT RECIPIENTS (DRAFT EIS) 
 
Copies of the DEIS will be sent out for comment to all Federal, state and local agencies that have 
jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved, or that are 
authorized to develop and enforce environmental standards, or any agency or organization that has 
requested that it receive statements on actions of the kind proposed.  Copies will also be sent to all 
persons and organizations that participated or commented during scoping, and, on request, to any other 
interested person or organization.  To help us be more constructively responsive, comments should be 
as specific as possible and referenced to particular paragraph numbers in the statement.  They may 
address the adequacy of the statement and/or the merits of the alternatives discussed.  Any information 
presented as fact rather than opinion should be documented by reference or substantiated by data.  An 
agency that is critical of a presented predictive methodology should describe the alternative 
methodology that it prefers and why. 
 
The following agencies, organizations, and individuals are being sent copies of this Draft EIS: 
 
 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 U.S. Department of the Interior, Biscayne National Park 
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration 
 National Marine Fisheries Service 
 U.S. Geological Survey 
 U.S. Department of Agriculture 
 U.S. Department of Energy 
 U.S. Public Health Service 
 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
 Federal Maritime Commission 
 Federal Emergency Management Administration 
 Federal Highway Administration 
 Seventh Coast Guard District 
 South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
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 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
 Florida State Clearinghouse 
 Florida Inland Navigation District 
 Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
 Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
 South Florida Water Management District 
 Florida State Representatives 
 Miami-Dade County Administrator 
 Miami-Dade County Commissioners 
 Miami-Dade County - Department of Environmental Resources Management 
 City of Miami 
 Miami River Commission 
 Miami River Marine Group 
 University of Miami - Rosenstiel School of Marine and Atmospheric Science 
 Tropical Audubon Society 
 Friends of the Everglades 
 Sierra Club 
 G.E.C., Inc. 
 The Miami Herald 
 Miami Today 
 
6.4  COMMENTS RECEIVED AND RESPONSE 
 
Comments received during the public coordination process and their responses are included as 
Attachment K of the DMMP. 
 
6.5 CIRCULATION OF FINAL EIS 
 
Circulation of the final EIS is planned for the fourth quarter of 2002. 
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Table 1.  Compliance With Federal Statutes, Executive Orders, and Federal Policies
Applicable to Sediment Removal, Miami River, Miami-Dade County, Florida

STATUTE/ORDER/POLICY
STATUS

Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974, As Amended Paragraph 4.22
Clean Air Act of 1972, As Amended No Adverse Impact
Clean Water Act of 1972, As Amended Paragraph 4.03
Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982, As Amended No Adverse Impact
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, As Amended Paragraph 4.24
Endangered Species Act of 1972, As Amended Paragraph 4.07
Estuary Protection Act of 1968, As Amended Paragraph 4.32
Federal Water Project Recreation Act of 1965, As Amended Paragraph 4.17
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, As Amended Appendix A
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, As Amended Not Applicable
Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, As Amended Not Applicable
Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, As Amended Appendix C
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, As Amended Compliance
Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, As Amended Paragraph 3.14
Submerged Lands Act of 1953, As Amended Not Applicable
Coastal Barrier Resources Act, As Amended Not Applicable
Federal Water Project Recreation Act, As Amended Not Applicable
Rivers and Harbor Act of 1899, As Amended Not Applicable
Anadromous Fish Conservation Act, As Amended Paragraph 3.14
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, As Amended Paragraph 4.08
Migratory Bird Conservation Act, As Amended Paragraph 4.08
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, As Amended Paragraph 4.22
Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, 24 May 79 Paragraph 4.22
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, 24 May 77 Paragraph 4.26
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, 24 May 77 Paragraph 4.27
CEQ Quality Memorandum, 11 Aug 80, Impacts on Prime or Unique Agricultural Lands Paragraph 4.27

NOTE:  Action alternatives are in full compliance with each of the above listed policies.



Table 2.  Miami River Dredging Quantities for a 15-Foot
Required Depth with 2 Feet of Allowable Overdepth

Federal Channel Non-Federal
Dredging Total

Required Depth (cy) 310,000 158,000 486,000

Allowable Overdepth (cy) 284,000 26,000 310,000

TOTAL (cy) 594,000 184,000 778,000

Based on survey No. 00-012, dated 21 August 1999,
3:1 side slope, and 10’ set back from all structures

Source:  Jacksonville District USACE, 2001.



Table 3.  Summary of Direct and Indirect Impacts of Alternatives Considered

Impacts on Miami River Impacts on Biscayne Bay
ENVIRONMENTAL

FACTOR No Action
Alternative

Upland
Disposal

Alternative

Ocean
Disposal

Alternative
No Action

Alternative

Upland
Disposal

Alternative

Ocean
Disposal

Alternative
Protected Species Impacts on

protected
species would
remain
unchanged

Increased potential
for manatee
collisions during
dredging and
sediment transport

Increased potential
for manatee
collisions during
dredging and
sediment transport

No effect No effect Increased potential
for manatee or sea
turtle collisions
during sediment
transport

Water Quality Resuspension
of contaminated
sediments into
the water
column would
continue

Temporary
localized increase
in suspended
solids and
associated
pollutants at
dredging and
transfer sites

Temporary
increase in
suspended solids
and associated
pollutants at
dredging site

Continued
instances of
elevated
suspended solids
and associated
pollutants during
high river
discharge

Dredging may
produce
temporary
increases in
turbidity during
ebb tides

Dredging may
produce temporary
increases in
turbidity during ebb
tides

Sediment Quality The condition
of contaminated
sediments in the
river would
remain
unchanged

Removal of
contaminated
sediments would
improve overall
quality

Removal of
contaminated
sediments would
improve overall
quality

Sediment
degradation
resulting from
river discharges
would continue

Reduction in
deposition of
contaminated
sediments in
Biscayne Bay;
improved
sediment
quality

Reduction in
deposition of
contaminated
sediments in
Biscayne Bay;
improved sediment
quality

Seagrass Beds Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable Possible
continued
degradation of
seagrass beds

Decreased rate
of seagrass bed
degradation
resulting from
contaminated
sediment
deposition

Decreased rate of
seagrass bed
degradation
resulting from
contaminated
sediment deposition

Hardbottom
Areas

Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable Possible con-
tinued degrad-
ation of hard-
bottom areas

Decreased rate
of hardbottom
degradation due
to contam-
inated sediment
deposition

Decreased rate of
hardbottom degrad-
ation due to con-
taminated sediment
deposition

Fish Continuation of
existing
conditions

Removal of
contaminated
sediments may
improve habitats

Removal of
contaminated
sediments may
improve habitats

Habitat
degradation
resulting from
sediment
deposition would
continue

Decreased rate
of habitat
degradation
resulting from
sediment
deposition

Decreased rate of
habitat degradation
resulting from
sediment deposition

Wildlife Depauperate
benthic fauna
likely to remain
unchanged

Removal of
contaminated
sediments likely to
improve habitats

Removal of
contaminated
sediments likely to
improve habitats

Habitat
degradation
resulting from
sediment
deposition would
continue

Decreased rate
of habitat
degradation
resulting from
sediment
deposition

Decreased rate of
habitat degradation
resulting from
sediment deposition

Cultural
Resources

No effect No effect No effect No effect No effect No effect

Economics Continued
shoaling in
channel with
potential
decrease in
commerce due
to unsafe
navigation

High land
acquisition cost.
Temporary change
in land-use pre-
cludes commercial
development.
Improves river
navigation and
promotes
shipping.

Higher coast of
hauling to
ODMDS.
Improves river
navigation and
promotes
shipping.

No effect No effect No effect

Energy
Requirements

Continued
elevated usage
of energy to

Short-term
elevated usage of
energy during

Short-term
elevated usage of
energy during

No effect No effect No effect



Impacts on Miami River Impacts on Biscayne Bay
ENVIRONMENTAL

FACTOR No Action
Alternative

Upland
Disposal

Alternative

Ocean
Disposal

Alternative
No Action

Alternative

Upland
Disposal

Alternative

Ocean
Disposal

Alternative
and Conservation overcome

shoaling and
navigation
efficiency

dredging and
sediment
transport; long-
term improved
energy efficiency
for navigation

dredging and
sediment
transport; long-
term improved
energy efficiency
for navigation

Navigation Safety Shoaling will
continue to
contribute to
unsafe
conditions

Widening of
channel would
lessen potential for
collisions

Widening of
channel would
lessen potential for
collisions

No effect No effect Minor increase in
potential for
collision during
sediment transport

Shipping Interests Decreased
efficiency will
continue

Improved
efficiency

Improved
efficiency

No effect No effect Minor increase in
potential for
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Appendix A 
 

MAXIMUM 
CONCENTRATIONS OF 

CONTAMINANTS, TCLP 
AND DERM SOIL 

DISPOSAL CRITERIA 
 
 



 

 

MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION OF CONTAMINANTS 
FOR TOXICITY CHARACTERISTIC AS 

DETERMINED USING TCLP 
 
 
 
Contaminant Level (mg/l) Contaminant Level (mg/l) 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Bensene 
Cadmium 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chlordane 
Chlorobenzene 
Chloroform 
Chromiun 
o-Cresol 
m-Cresol 
p-Cresol 
Cresol 
2,4-D 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 
1,2-Dichloroethane 
1,1-Dichloroethylene 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
Endrin 
Heptachlor 
      (and its hydroxide) 

5.0
100.0

0.5
1.0
0.5

0.03
100.0

6.0
5.0

200.0
200.0
200.0
200.0

10.0
7.5
0.5
0.7

0.13
0.02

0.008

Hexachlorobenzene 
Hexachlorobutadiene 
Lead 
Lindane 
Mercury 
Methoxychlor 
Methyl ethyldetone 
Nitrobenzene 
Pentachlorophenol 
Pyridine 
Selenium 
Silver 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toxaphene 
Trichloroethylene 
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
2,4,5-TP (Silvex) 
Vinyl chloride 

0.13
0.5
3.0
5.0
0.4
0.2

10.0
200.0

2.0
100.0

5.0
1.0
5.0
0.7
0.5
0.5

400.0
2.0
1.0
0.2

 
Ref:  Toxicity Characteristic Rule, Subtitle C, RCRA 



 

 

 



 

 

Appendix B 
 

MIAMI RIVER WATER 
QUALITY PLAN 

Draft Excerpts Provided 
March 1993 METRO-DADE, 

Department of Environmental 
Resources Management 

 
 
 
 



 

 

Sediment Quality and Related Monitoring 
 
Sediment Chemistry  
 The sediments of the Miami River and its tributaries have been extensively 
sampled for trace metals, synthetic organic chemicals, petroleum hydrocarbons, and 
coprostanol (a chemical indicator of sewage pollution) by numerous federal, state and 
local agencies. Although the magnitude contamination is highly 



 

 

variable, most investigators report that the concentration of these pollutants is high 
compared to other sediments in Biscayne Bay and the state of Florida. 

In a study for the Florida Department of Natural Resources, Corcoran et al. 
(1983) found higher levels of hydrocarbons in the Miami River sediments than other 
locations in Biscayne Bay.  The concentrations detected were an order of magnitude 
higher than at other locations in Florida, and were as high as concentrations for the 
New York Biqht, Chesapeake Bay and the Providence River area.  Analyses indicated 
that the hydrocarbons in River were primarily of petrogenic origin.  Further work by 
Corcoran et al (1984) showed that Miami River sediments also contained elevated 
concentrations of several pesticides, herbicides, trace metals, and polychlorinated 
biphenyls.  In some cases, concentrations of these contaminants was as great or 
greater than those reported for other urban U.S. ports. 

As part of its comprehensive study of Florida deepwater ports, the Florida 
Department of Environmental Regulation conducted extensive sediment sampling in 
the Miami River, its tributaries and adjacent portions of Biscayne Bay.  This work also 
showed that the Miami River sediments were contaminated with a variety of trace 
metals and synthetic organic chemicals.  Ryan et al. (1984) reported that sediment 
concentrations of cadmium, lead, silver, copper, and mercury are considerably higher 
for the Miami River and adjoining portions c)f Biscayne Bay than for any other Florida 
ports studied.  Using the aluminum-to-metal ratio technique to normalize among 
samples, virtually all. samples exceeded criteria for anthropogenic enrichment.  
Likewise, concentration and number of different synthetic organic chemicals was 
greater in the Miami River and harbor than in other Florida ports.  Chlorinated 
hydrocarbons polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, and polychlorinated biphenyls were 
detected at a number of stations.  This study also showed that the concentrations of 
contaminants were relatively higher in the Miami River than in the Port of Miami area 
and generally decreased with distance away from the mouth of the River, suggesting 
that the Miami River is a source of contamination of Biscayne Bay.  Results of further 
sampling transacts conducted in later years are consistent with this conclusion (Ryan, 
unpublished data).  Figures 14, 15, and 16 depict selected trace metals 
concentrations from sediment samples collected by FDER and Dade County DERM 
from 1983 to 1989. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers conducted three series of sampling 
episodes in the Miami River in connection with its feasibility assessment of dredging of 
the River.  The Corps concluded (1990) that although most of the same contaminants 
were detected, the sediment concentration of trace metals in 1987 and 1988 sampling 
episodes were lower than those previously reported.  No PCB's were detected in 1988 
samples.  The Corps report suggested that the Miami River sediment quality may be 
improving.  Sediment samples collected and analyzed by DERM in 1989, however, 
showed concentrations of copper, cadmium, lead and zinc to be variable but as great 
or greater than previous studies.  Further inspection of Corps of Engineers and FDER 
grain-size analysis data shows that 



 

 

some of the sediment samples analyzed in the Corps of Engineers study have a 
relatively lower or no silt-clay fraction (see Figures 17, 18, and 19).  Since trace metals 
and organics tend to be associated with finer-grained fractions, this may account for 
the lower contaminant concentrations obtained in the 1988 Corps study. 

Sediment data from various agency studies are tabulated in spread sheets in 
Appendix G. 
 
Elutriate Tests 

Elutriate tests are used to evaluate the potential for release of sediment-bound 
contaminants into the water column if sediments are disturbed or resuspended, such as 
may occur during dredging or spoil disposal.  This procedures involves the agitation or 
suspension of sediments in water from the site under specified condition, followed by 
separation of the water from the sediment by centrifugation and filtration, and analysis 
of the water (elutriate) for parameters of interest. 

The Florida Department of Environmental Regulation performed elutriate tests at 
selected sites in the Miami River during the Florida Deepwater Ports study.  Ryan et al 
(1984) reported that mercury and/or silver concentrations in elutriate water from Miami 
River sediments tested may exceed state water quality standards, and that lead, nickel, 
zinc, arsenic, cadmium, and copper concentrations are considerably higher in elutriate 
water than background site water for one or more locations sampled.  The Corps of 
Engineers (1990) obtained similar elutriate test results at five stations in the lower 
Miami River, where mercury concentration of elutriate water equaled or exceeded State 
water quality standards at all stations, and silver concentration exceeded state water 
quality standards at four out of five sampling sites.  The Corps concluded that future 
dredging in the Miami River and Wagner Creek may require a temporary variance from 
some water quality standards. 
 
Bioassays 

The Corps of Engineers has undertaken bioassay evaluations in accordance with 
40 CFR 227.6 on sediments from the Miami River system in order to assess the 
suitability of the sediments for ocean disposal (COE, 1990).  In 1985, the Corps tested 
sediments from sites located between the salinity control structure and Tamiami Canal.  
No mortality was reported in any of the test animals, and limited bioaccumulation was 
not considered by the Corps to be environmentally significant. 
Additional bioassays were conducted in 1988 using sediments from six sites in the 
lower river and Wagner Creek (Vittor, 1988).  In 96-hour exposures to 100% suspended 
particulate phase, statistically significant mortality (up to 37%) was reported for mysids 
(Mysidopsis bahia) from five out of six sample sites.  No statistically insignificant 
mortality 'occurred in mysids in more dilute exposures, or in grass shrimp 
(Palaemonetes pugio) or silversides (Menidia menidia) at any exposure.  This level of 
mortality was not considered to exceed limiting permissible concentrations for disposal 
operations. 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 Ten-day solid phase bioassay tests were also conducted on the same sediment 
sample sites.  Forty-two percent mortality occurred in the brown shrimp (Penaeus 
aztecus) exposed to sediment from the mouth of Wagner Creek.  According to Vittor & 
Associates (1988), this was the only statistically significant mortality observed in the 
solid phase bioassay tests, which also included polychaetes (Nereis virens) and 
quahogs (Mercenaria mercenaria). 

Tissue analysis was performed on test organisms before and following the ten-
day solid phase incubation bioassay.  According to Vittor and Associates (1988), pre-
bioassay tissue analyses indicated contaminant levels below detection limits for all 
parameters and test species, other than mercury and cadmium in quahogs.  At the 
conclusion of the 10-day exposure, however, cadmium, mercury, saturated petroleum 
hydrocarbons, and aromatic petroleum hydrocarbons were detected among all three 
species of test organisms.  There was some indication that mercury concentrations 
were elevated in quahogs exposed to sediments from Wagner Creek and the Miami 
River near SW 2nd Avenue, and saturated hydrocarbon levels were relatively high in 
polychaetes or shrimp incubated with sediments from the same stations.  Due to 
variability and the occurrence of contaminants in some organisms incubated with 
reference control sediments, Vittor and Associates (1988) concluded that significant 
bioaccumulation could not be demonstrated. 
 
1991 Sediment Analysis 

To further explore the suitability of Miami River sediments for ocean disposal, 7 
additional core samples were collected in July 1991 for a variety of analyses by the 
Corps of Engineers in cooperation with several state and local agencies.  Station 
locations are shown in Figure 20.  The cares were homogenized and split for a variety 
of chemical, elutriate, and bioassay analyses.  Results of chemical analyses are 
summarized in Table 4.  Triplicate analvsis for a variety of chlorinated hydrocarbon 
pesticides failed to detect any target compounds, with the exception of one station in 
Wagner Creek where aldrin was detected at 7 ppm in only one of three triplicate 
samples.  PCBS, mercury and silver were not detected in any of the 1991 sediment 
samples.  These results are similar to those obtained by the Corps in 1988.  Lead, 
copper, chromium, zinc, cadmium, and aluminum concentrations, however, were 
elevated and were most consistent with earlier results obtained by FDER and DERM.  
Using the FDER metal:aluminum ratio (see discussion in following section on 
Standards), these samples indicate a high degree of anthropogenic enrichment for the 
trace metals listed above.  As concluded in past sampling events, the greatest degree 
of contamination generally occurs in the vicinity of Wagner Creek to 2nd Avenue. 

Elutriate tests and analysis of reference water showed that lead, zinc, copper and 
chromium were released into the water column in low amounts from some, but not all 
sediments tested.  These results are generally similar to those reported by FDER 
(1986) in its study of the Miami River and Port of Miami.  In contrast to the results of the 
1988 Corps study, mercury and silver were not detected in these elutriate tests.  
Synthetic organic chemicals were generally not detected. 

Bioassay test results conducted on these same 1991 are not yet available from 
the Corps of Engineers- Corps staff has reported that sediments showed high levels of 
mortality in the amphipod Ampelisca sp. exposed to solid-phase sediments from all 



 

 

stations tested. Significant mortality also occurred in other test organisms exposed to 
solid-phase sediments from some, but not all, stations.  Mortality among test organisms 
in suspended particulate bioassays was not considered to exceed criteria, considering 
dilution in the mixing zone.  Results of these bioassays, however, generally indicate that 
Miami River sediments are not suitable for ocean disposal (Pennington, verbal 
communication). 
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Appendix D

INTERAGENCY
COORDINATION

LETTERS



STATE OF FLORIDA

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  C O M M U N I T Y  A F F A I R S
“Dedicated to making Florida a better place to call home”

JEB BUSH STEVEN M. SEIBERT
Governor   Secretary

June 14, 2002
Mr. Kenneth R. Dugger
Department of the Army
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

RE: Department of the Army - District Corps of Engineers - Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) - March 2002 - River Sediments Dredging and Disposal
Maintenance Dredging of Miami River - Miami-Dade County, Florida
SAI: FL200204181843C

Dear Mr. Dugger:

The Florida State Clearinghouse, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12372,
Gubematorial Executive Order 95-359, the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 145 1
1464, as amended, and the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4231, 4331-4335,
4341-4347, as amended, has coordinated a review of the above-referenced project.

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) concurs with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service recommendation to use hydraulic dredging to the greatest extent
possible.  FWC also supports the recommendation to monitor the seagrasses outside the mouth of
the Miami River to identify any impacts from the dredging project.  In addition, Section 3.5 of
the DEIS should clarify that manatees use all of the tributaries of the Miami River, not just
Palmer Lake and Seybold Canal.  Section 3.7 should be corrected to indicate that manatees are
present year-round in the Miami River.  Please refer to the enclosed FWC comments for further
details.

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) recommends that the project sponsor
continue to coordinate with the DEP Office of Beaches and Coastal Systems to resolve any
outstanding issues related to: sediment quality and composition; sediment placement;
dredging/disposal turbidity; resource protection and mitigation; and filling of sovereign
submerged lands within the Miami River.  Also, the potential impacts of the project are being
addressed in the application for a Joint Coastal Permit which provides authorization to use
sovereign submerged lands and Water Quality Certification, currently under review.  Please refer
to the enclosed DEP comments for further details.



Mr. Kenneth R. Dugger
June 14, 2002
Page Two

The South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) notes that the DEIS does not
clearly identify the downstream boundaries of the proposed project.  A legal description and site
sketch that identifies the downstream extent of the project should be provided to SFWMD and
included in the final Environmental Impact Statement.  Please refer to the enclosed SFWMD
comments for further details.

The South Florida Regional Planning Council (SFRPC) notes that certain goals and
policies of the Strategic Regional Policy Plan for South Florida should be observed when making
decisions regarding this project.  Please refer to the enclosed SFRPC comments for further
details.

Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the
enclosed comments provided by our reviewing agencies, the state has determined that, at this
stage, the above-referenced action is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program
(FCMP).  All subsequent environmental documents prepared for this project must be reviewed to
determine the project's continued consistency with the FCMP.  The state's continued concurrence
with the project will be based, in part, on the adequate resolution of issues identified during- this
and subsequent reviews.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project.  If you have any questions regarding
this letter, please contact Ms. Jasmin Raffington at (850) 922-5438.

Sincerely,

Shirley W. Collins, Acting Administrator
Florida Coastal Management Program

SWC/dc

Enclosures

cc: Bradley J. Hartman, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Robert W. Hall, Department of Environmental Protection
Natalie R. Sanbe, South Florida Regional Planning Council



FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMMISSION
DAVID K. MEEHAN H.A. “HERKY” HUFFMAN JOHN D. ROOD QUINTON L. HEDGEPETH, DDS

           St. Petersburg   Deltona        Jacksonville      Miami

EDWIN P. ROBERTS, DC    RODNEY BARRETO        SANDRA T. KAUPE
                Pensacola        Miami         Palm Beach

KENNETH D. HADDAD, Executive Director BRADLEY J. HARTMAN, DIRECTOR
VICTOR J. HELLER, Assistant Executive Director            OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

     (850)488-6661      TDD (850)488-9542
             FAX (850)922-5679

May 24, 2002

Ms. Cindy Cranick, Director
Florida State Clearinghouse
2555 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100

Re: SAI #FL200204181843C
Project: US Army Corps of Engineers-
Draft Environmental Impact Statement-
March 2002-Maintenance Dredging of
the Miami River, Miami-Dade County

Dear Ms. Cranick:

The Office of Environmental Services of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission has reviewed the referenced project, and offers the following comments.

This project involves dredging 5.5 miles of the Miami River, from the salinity control
structure to the mouth.  We provided recommendations to the Department of Environmenal
Protection for the issuance of the conceptual Water Quality Certification, which includes our
recommendations for manatee protection.  We also agree with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) that hydraulic dredging further minimizes risks to manatees, since it does not move
through the water column as often as mechanical dredges.  For that reason, we recommend the
use of hydraulic dredging to the greatest extent possible.  In addition, we support the FWS
recommendation that the seagrass outside the mouth of the river be monitored to determine any
impacts from the dredging project.

In the Draft Environmental Impact Statement under section 3.5, Threatened and
Endangered Species, it should be clarified that manatees use all the tributaries of the Miami
River, not just Plamer Lake and Seybold Canal.  In section 3.7, Fish and Wildlife Resources, it
states that manatees “…occur seasonally throughout the length of the river…”.  This is
inaccurate.  Manatees are present year-round in the Miami River.  Their numbers are higher in
the winter.



Ms. Cindy Cranick
May 24, 2002
Page 2

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me, or Ms. Carol
Knox at (850)922-4330.

Sincerely,

Bradley J. Hartman, Director
Office of Environmental Services

BJH/CAK
ENV 7-2-14/1
a:\1843c.doc

cc: USFWS-Vero Beach



Department of
Environmental Protection

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000

Jeb Bush David B. Struhs
Governor     Secretary

May 31, 2002

Ms. Jasmin Raffington
Florida State Clearinghouse
Department of Community Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100

Re: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, March 2002,
Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River With Disposal of Sediments, Miami-Dade County

SAI: FL 200204181843C

Dear Ms. Raffington:

The Department has reviewed the above-referenced Clearinghouse project and offers the following comments.

The potential environmental impacts of the project are being addressed in the application for a Joint Coastal
Permit (JCP), authorization to use sovereign submerged lands, and Water Quality Certification currently under
review by the Department, pursuant to Chapters 161, 253, 258, and 373, Florida Statutes.  Final agency action
on the permit application will constitute the State of Florida’s final consistency determination.

We recommend that the USACOE and local project sponsor continue to coordinate with the Department’s
Office of Beaches and Coastal Systems to resolve any outstanding issues related to: sediment quality and
composition; sediment placement; dredging/disposal turbidity; resource protection, resource mitigation; and
filling of sovereign submerged lands within the Miami River area.  For additional information on permitting
requirements and information requested by the Department to complete the JCP application, please contact Mr.
Kent Edwards in the Office of Beaches and Coastal Systems at (850) 487-4471.

If you need further assistance, please give me a call at (850) 487-2231.

Sincerely,

Robert W. Hall
Office of Intergovernmental Programs

Cc: Kent Edwards
Roxane Dow



SOUTH FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

May 9, 2002

Consistent/Comments.  This project will assist SFWMD efforts to restore, preserve, and protect
Biscayne Bay.  However, the DEIS does not clearly identify the downstream boundaries of the
proposed project.  The written location description indicates that the project is proposed within
the Federal navigation channel while Sheet 1 of the Miami River 1934 as-builts indicate that the
downstream extent of the Miami River Federal navigation channel extends just north of Flagler
Avenue, along the eastern shoreline of Bayfront Park.  A legal description and site sketch that
identifies the downstream extent/boundary of the proposed project should be provided.  The
DEIS also indicates that the nearest seagrass beds are located approximately ¼ mile away from
the mouth of the Miami River.  However, based on the above request for information on
clarification of the location of the downstream boundaries of the project, it may be necessary to
provide a surveyed sketch of the proposed project in rela



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

             NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Southeast Regional Office
9721 Executive Center Drive North
St. Petersburg, Florida 33702

April 2, 2002

Mr. Gordon M. Butler, Chief
Construction-Operations Division
Jacksonville District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Dear Mr. Butler:

This responds to your March 5, 2002, request for comments on the proposed Miami River
Maintenance Dredging Project in Dade County, Florida.  According to your letter, the Corps of
Engineers (COB), Jacksonville District, has requested conceptual Water Quality Certification
from the State of Florida for the proposed project.  Your letter also states that a separate draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is being prepared and will be made available for review.

According to the project description, maintenance, dredging is planned to restore the 15-foot
authorized project depth within a 5.5-mile-long segment of the Miami River from its confluence
with Biscayne Bay to the salinity control structure located near NW 36th Street.  Disposal of the
dredged material disposal would occur at several upland locations along the river's path.  Due to
the highly urbanized and industrialized surroundings and the heavy commercial vessel traffic in
the area, seagrasses and other productive fishery resource habitats are generally lacking in this
section of the Miami River.  High concentrations of primarily heavy metals and organic
compounds have been in the rivals sediments and several studies have shown that the river is a
source of contamination to Biscayne Bay1.  Removal of contaminated sediments is expected to
result in long-term improvement of the river’s water quality.

There is extensive tidal exchange between the Miami River and Biscayne Bay which, unlike the
river, supports a productive and diverse marine/estuarine coastal ecosystem.  Seagrass beds and
other important fishery habitats exist in the bay near the mouth of the Miami River.  The entire
bay is designed as an Outstanding Florida Water and Biscayne Bay National Park and Biscayne
Bay Aquatic Preserve are located here. Based on these considerations, the potential for
contaminated sediments being transported into Biscayne Bay from the proposed dredging
location is of concern to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).

Page 4 of your letter states because the proposed action entails maintenance of an existing
Federally authorized navigation channel, it is “grand-fathered” with regard to requirements of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA).  Please be advised



that, in accordance with 50 CFR 600.920(a)(1) of the MSFCMA regulations, Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) consultation is not required for actions completed prior to the approval of EFH
designations; however, consultation is required for subsequent renewals, reviews, or substantial
revisions of such actions if EFH would be adversely affected.  Therefore, although EFH
consultation for the initially authorized dredging of the Miami River is not required, any
maintenance dredging conducted for the project is subject to consultation-if the action may
adversely affect EFH.

Your letter states that the COE has determined that the proposed action would not adversely
impact EFH or Federally-managed fisheries.  Although the NMFS agrees that the project should
not directly impact BFH, there is a reasonable possibility that secondary, cumulative, or
synergistic effects of the project could adversely impact EFH in Biscayne Bay.  In connection
with this possibility, the NMFS supports recommendations provided by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service in their draft Coordination Act Report, dated January 2002.  Those
recommendations include the use of dredging technologies that reduce bottom agitation, and they
call for development of detailed hydrodynamic modeling for the Miami River so that suspended
sediment transport into Biscayne Bay is minimized.  The report also calls for more detailed pre-
and post-project seagrass monitoring in Biscayne Bay near its confluence with the Miami River.

As previously mentioned, the work site borders and includes areas identified as Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC), Categories of EFH
that occur within the project vicinity include marine water column, seagrass, and algae.
Federally managed species associated with seagrass habitat include postlarval, juvenile, and adult
gray, mutton, lane and schoolmaster snappers, and white grunt.  Seagrass habitat and mud bottom
have also been identified as EFH for postlarval/juvenile, and adult red drum, and brown and pink
shrimp.  Seagrass and algae communities also have been identified as EFH for larval spiny
lobster.  Detailed information on the snapper/grouper complex (containing ten families and 73
species), red drum, shrimp, spiny lobster and other Federally managed fisheries and their EPH is
provided in the 1998 amendment of the Fishery Management Plans for the South Atlantic region
prepared by the SAFMC.  The 1998 generic amendment was prepared in accordance with the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA).  The NMFS has
developed an applicable FMP for highly migratory species that utilize the marine water column
and seagrass beds in this area, including nurse, bonnethead, lemon, black tip, and bull sharks.  In
addition, Biscayne Bay, Biscayne National Park and submerged aquatic vegetation have also
been designated as Habitat Area of Particular Concern (HAPC) by the SAFMC for several
managed species.  HAPCs are subsets of EFH that are rare, particularly susceptible to human-
induced degradation, especially ecologically important, or located in an environmentally stressed
area.

In addition to being EFH for Federally managed species, seagrass provides nursery, foraging, and
refuge habitat for other commercially and recreationally important fish and shellfish.  Species
such as blue crab, snook, striped mullet, spotted seatrout, tarpon, and permit are among the many
species that utilize these habitats.  Seagrasses also produce and export detritus (decaying organic
material) which is an essential component of marine and estuarine food webs.  The cumulative



effect of adverse impacts to these valuable marine habitats has resulted in a significant reduction
of overall fisheries productivity within the Biscayne Bay ecosystem.

In view of the potential adverse effects of this project to EFH, HAPC, and other NOAA trust
resources, the NMFS recommends that the following information should be included in the DEIS
for the proposed project:

1. An EFH Assessment should be included either as part of the DEIS or as a separate
document.  It should include the following information: 1) a description of the proposed action;
2) an analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts including secondary, cumulative, and synergistic
effects on EFH, Federally managed fish and major prey species; 3) the COE's views regarding
effects on EFH; and 4) proposed mitigation.

2. Prior to construction, updated benthic surveys should be conducted in Biscayne Bay in the
vicinity of the Miami River.  The survey should include species composition, abundance
estimates, and maps of seagrass beds and other benthic resources.

3. A post-project benthic monitoring plan should be developed and incoporated into the overall
plan for project monitoring.  The monitoring plan should be designed to detect project-related
impacts, if any, to seagrasses and other benthic resources in Biscayne Bay.

Following our review of the DEIS and the EFH Assessment for the proposed activity, the NMFS
will be able to more thoroughly assess anticipated adverse impacts to EFH and associated marine
resources.  At that time, we may provide EFH Conservation Recommendations.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.  Related correspondence should be
addressed to the attention of Mr. Mika Johnson at our Miami Office.  He may be reached at
11420 North Kendall Drive, Suite #103, Miami, Florida 33176, or by telephone at (305) 595-
8352.

Sincerely,

Andreas Mager, Jr.
Assistant Regional Administrator
Habitat Conservation Division

cc:
EPA, WPB
DEP, WPB
SAFMC, CHAS
FFWCC, TALL
FWS, VERO
NMFS, SEFSC-Goodyear
F/SER3
F/SER4
F/SER43-Johnson



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER
61 FORSYTH STREET

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8980

May 13, 2002

James C. Duck, Chief, Planning Division
Jacksonville District – Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232

Attention:  Mr. Ken Dugger
      Planning Division

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the River Sediments
Dredging and Disposal Maintenance Dredging of Miami River (MR),
Miami-Dade County, Florida, (dtd. March, 2002)
(CEQ #020116, ERP# COE-E35021-FL)

Dear Mr. Duck:

Pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and Section 102(2)(C) of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), EPA (Region 4) has reviewed the subject document, an
evaluation of the consequences of a proposal to improve navigational access (to include vessel
safety during transit) within in the MR system together with the removal of at least one source of
non-point pollution affecting the estuarine habitat in Miami River/Biscayne Bay.  These two
objectives would be accomplished via removal of contaminated sediments from the entire
system, i.e., within the navigation channel and adjacent river bottom.  The EIS is conceptual in
nature in that it merely outlines the nature of the problem(s) being experienced in the MR system,
potential impacts associated with maintaining the status quo (no-action), those effects accruing
from the action alternatives, likely scenarios for achieving project goals, and possible difficultires
resulting from various excavation/disposal methods.  However, actual commitments regarding
dredging, handling, and disposal options (location/design) remain to be determined until
potential contractors respond to the Jacksonville District’s Request for Proposal (RFP).

The Region is on record as supporting the environmental restoration of the MR system.
However, the programmatic nature of the document makes it difficult to render a full appraisal of
either its specific short- or overall long-term ramifications.  While we may agree with the overall
action in principle, there are some potential outcomes attendant to specific project elements
which could result in environmental impacts.



Therefore, on the basis of our review a rating of EC-2 was assigned.  That is, we have
some environmental concerns about the potential impacts of this restoration proposal.  At a
minimum, a preliminary appraisal of this action would only be possible after assessing how the
chosen contractor elects to carry out the constituent elements of the final RFP.  A monitoring
plan (directed by a third party with stringent penalties for non-performance) should also be
included in the project’s administration to assure that the contractor actually produces the stated
deliverables.  It would be preferable if the final EIS contained this information.  If this is not
possible for whatever procedural reason(s), then a supplemental document should be prepared
and circulated for review/comment prior to finalizing the “Record of Decision”.  Some additional
specific subject areas which should be addressed/considered in the final document are attached.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal.  If you have any questions, please
contact Dr. Gerald Miller (404-562-9626) or Mr. Ron Miederna (561-616-8741) regarding NEPA
procedural and wetland technical issues, respectively.

Sincerely,

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
Office of Environmental Assessment

Attachment



DETAILED COMMENTS

The statement made by the U.S. Coast Guard (EIS-4), viz., there will be an unacceptable
navigational safety risk on the MR within the next five years, implies that the shoaling has
increased compared to historical rates.  If this is in fact the case, then the cause(s) should be
detailed in the final EIS together with a proposal schedule for future maintenance dredging.

On the basis of information cited from the Seal et al (1994) study, the MR has a number of
highly contaminated areas polluted with various materials (especially metals singly or in
combinations).  For example, one site had a lead enrichment factor of over 110 times
background.  The draft EIS discusses this pollution in general terms, but is unclear if: the actual
source(s) of these pollutants have ever been precisely determined (beyond coming from
industrial, construction. etc. activities); there is any geographic correlation to the problem which
would require special planning (viz., “hot spots); or the pollution varies (increases or decreases)
within the sediment profile (suggesting a definitive trend from past to present).  All of these
issues are critical to an understanding of the proposal and the significance of the various effects
attendant to an ultimately selected action alternative.  Moreover, until they are ascertained, it will
be difficult to draw any conclusion regarding the effectiveness of current enforcement programs
(storm water and removal of abandoned vessels).  This determination of clean-up effectiveness is
important due to the reality of increasing development in the watershed exacerbating the existing
problem (and by extension whether there will be a need to remove polluted sediments from the
MR at some point in the future).  This information (or as much as is practicable) should be
included in the final EIS.

Prior to excavation (dredging) the contractor will have to remove debris within the project reach
by some mechanical process (DMMP, Page 21).  We understand why this extraction is necessary,
but are concerned about its water quality implications.  Namely, there is the probability that
pollutants currently sequestered in the channel sediments will be reintroduced back into the water
column where they would become biologically available.  We acknowledge that there is already
some resuspension of these sediments via vessel transit; hence, this concern is a matter of degree
rather than kind.

The statement is made (page EIS-27) that sediments from the MR are acceptable for ocean
disposal in an EPA-approved off shore area.  Our records do not indicate that this is the case.
Moreover, the statement that bioassay results of MR sediments did not demonstrate significant
impact on the organisms exposed to it is contradicted by the NOAA (1999) study in which all the
test organisms died.  Hence, the statement (page EIS-28) that the MR sediments, while
contaminated, are not considered hazardous from a RCRA perspective and would have to be
handled using its criteria.  There should also be some discussion about the short-term water
quality effects of the dredging in the MR as regards it classification as a Class III waterbody in
the upper project reaches and an Outstanding Florida Waters within its tidal portion.
Conversely, the anticipated environmental consequences of the no-action alternative could be
compared/contrasted to demonstrate the impacts of maintaining the status quo.



In Section 3.4.2.5.1 of the, DMMP there is a discussion regarding the difficulties of using the
USACE/USEPA ocean disposal site because of the polluted nature of material from the MR.
The criteria/waiver requirements necessary for ocean disposal are detailed in this section.  We
suggest that a summary of this information be added to the final EIS to clarify this complex issue.

Section 7 of the DMMP notes that the proposal is a 20-year plan which will meet both “short-
term and long-term needs” of the MR.  Yet, there is no discussion of any future dredging or
material disposal beyond the initial year 2002 evaluation.

In Section 4.11.2 of the DMMP there is a mention of the process EPA and the COE have
developed for evaluating water quality impacts resulting from return flow discharges from
dredging activities.  It would be useful if the final EIS included an overview discussion of the
Inland Testing Methods used in evaluating a project’s potential water quality impacts.  There is
also information in the Draft Miami Water Quality Plan that could be used in this discussion,
e.g., the likelihood that a variance from water quality standards will be required.

The COE has developed a model (RECOVERY) for evaluating the release of contaminants into
the water column as a result of dredging contaminated sediments.  Application of the model
would be useful in comparing the impacts of the no-action to those of the various action
alternatives.  A general appraisal of the different scenarios could be included in the final EIS.

The EIS, DMMP, and Public Notice for the MR provide varying figures for the amount of
material which will have to be excavated/disposed.  For example, DMMP (page 17, Table 2)
states the project will include the removal of 594,000 cubic yards from the federal channel and
184,000 cubic yards of non-federal dredging.  According to Public Notice 200201965(IP-SRK),
dated April 12, 2002, Miami-Dade County proposes to dredge just 450,000 cubic yards of
material from the 5.5 mile length of the Miami River, concurrently with the federal dredging
project.  There is also some 200,000 cubic yards of material from tributaries of the MR
mentioned, Hence, for evaluation purposes the Region used a total figure of (at least) 1,000,000
cubic yards in its estimation of impacts during the review process.  If the actual value is
significantly higher/lower, this should be noted in the final EIS.

The DMM notes (page 15, 3.3.5) that wetlands are not generally present in the vicinity of the
proposed project.  Regardless, since this vegetation/habitat type would be subject to evaluation
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, a ground truth survey should be conducted of the
project area prior to construction for verification.  Similarly, the statement is made (EIS page 21)
that seagrasses do not occur within the MR or around its mouth in Biscayne Bay.  This absence
should also be verified prior to construction.  Detailed surveys of the shoreline and river bottom
are necessary under the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines to ensure appropriate mitigation is provided
to offset unavoidable impacts to aquatic resources.  These surveys would meet that procedural
need.

There are many societal/economic ramifications of this proposal that have not been evaluated in
any detail in the draft EIS.  For example, during the five-year construction period traffic both
shipping and vehicular could be significantly affected along the MR corridor.  We suggest that, at



least, an outline of anticipated consequences along with mitigative measures be included in the
final EIS.
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Ms. Cindy Cranick
Florida State Clearinghouse
Department of Community Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100

RE: SFRPC #02-0440, SAI# FL200204181843C – Request for comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for maintenance dredging and disposal of sediments for
the Miami River, Department of the Army, Cities of Miami, Hialeah, Miami Springs and
Miami Beach, Miami-Dade County.

Dear Ms. Cranick:

We have reviewed the above-referenced application and have the following comments:

•  The project should be consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plans for
Miami-Dade County and the municipalities of Miami, Hialeah, Miami Springs and Miami
Beach and their corresponding land development regulations.  It is important for the applicant
to coordinate permits with all governments of jurisdiction.

•  Staff recommends that, if this permit is granted, l) impacts to the natural systems be
minimized to the greatest extent feasible and 2) the permit grantor determine the extent of
sensitive wildlife and vegetative communities in the vicinity of the project and require
protection and or mitigation of disturbed habitat.  This will assist in reducing the cumulative
impacts to native plants and animals, wetlands and deep-water habitat and fisheries that the
goals and policies of the Strategic Regional Policy Plan for South Florida (SRPP) seek to
protect.

•  The project is located over the Biscayne Aquifer and in waters of the West Indian manatee
and contribute to the waters of Biscayne Bay, natural resources of regional significance
designated in the SRPP.  The goals and policies of the SRPP, in particular those indicated
below, should be observed when making decisions regarding this project.
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Strategic Regional Goal

3.1 Eliminate the inappropriate uses of land by improving the land use designations and
utilize land acquisition where necessary so that the quality and connectedness of Natural
Resources of Regional Significance and suitable high quality natural areas is improved.

Regional Policies

3.1.1 Natural Resources of Regional Significance and other suitable natural resources shall be
preserved and protected.  Mitigation for unavoidable impacts will be provided either on-
site or in identified regional habitat mitigation areas with the goal of providing the highest
level of resource value and function for the regional system.  Endangered faunal species
habitat and populations documented on-site shall be preserved on-site.  Threatened faunal
species and populations and species of special concern documented on-site, as well as
critically imperiled, imperiled and rare plants shall be preserved on-site unless it is
demonstrated that off-site mitigation will not adversely impact the viability or number of
individuals of the species.

3.1.9 Degradation or destruction of Natural Resources of Regional Significance, including
listed species and their habitats will occur as a result of a proposed project only if:

a) the activity is necessary to prevent or eliminate a public hazard, and
b) the activity is in the public interest and no other alternative exists, and
c) the activity does not destroy significant natural habitat, or identified natural resource

values, and
d) the activity does not destroy habitat for threatened or endangered species, and
e) the activity does not negatively impact-listed species that have been documented to

use or rely upon the site.

Strategic Regional Goal

3.2 Develop a more efficient and sustainable allocation of the water resources of the region.

Regional Policies

3.2.5 Ensure that the recharge potential of the property is not reduced as a result of a proposed
modification in the existing uses by incorporation of open space, pervious areas, and
impervious areas in ratios which are based upon analysis of on-site recharge needs.

3.2.6 When reviewing proposed projects and through the implementation of the SRPP,
discourage water management and proposed development projects that alter the natural
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wet and dry cycles of Natural Resources of Regional Significance or suitable adjacent
buffer areas or cause functional disruption of wetlands or aquifer recharge areas.

3.2.9 Require all inappropriate inputs into Natural Resources of Regional Significance to be
eliminated through such means as; redirection of offending outfalls, suitable treatment
improvements or retrofitting options.

3.2.10 The discharge of freshwater to Natural Resources of Regional Significance and suitable
adjacent natural buffer areas shall be designed to imitate the natural discharges in quality
and quantity as well as in spatial and temporal distribution.

•  Council staff generally agrees that the proposed project is particularly compatible with the
Strategic Regional Policy Plan for South Florida's (SRPP) goals and policies listed below:

Strategic Regional Goal

4.1 Achieve a competitive and diversified regional economy, including lower unemployment
rate and higher per capita income than the state and national average for Dade, Broward
and Monroe Counties through the achievement of cutting edge human resources,
economic development infrastructure and other resources to ensure a sustainable regional
community.

Regional Policies

4.1.13 Ensure that the conditions of transportation affecting trade opportunities respect to land,
air, ground and shipping are addressed.

4.1.15 Enhance the roles of airports and seaports in economic development by:

e) addressing efficient, dependable, cost-effective intermodal movement of goods and
people in order to ensure competitive ship-to-rail and ship-to-highway connections.

4.1.28 Encourage the investment in the land and infrastructure needed for sustainable economic
growth.  Investments should include land for highway and mass transit corridors, stations
and public-private joint venture development opportunities.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  We would appreciate being kept informed on the
progress of this project.  Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions or comments.



Sincerely,

Natalie R. Sanbe
Senior Planner

NRS/bg

cc: James Duck, Army Corps of Engineers
Dianne O'Quinn Williams, Miami-Dade County Planning & Zoning
Jean Evoy, Miami-Dade County DERM
Ana Gelabert, City of Miami Planning
Ted Baldyga, City of Hialeah Planning
Steve Johnson, City of Miami Springs
Jorge Gomez, City of Miami Beach



FRIENDS OF THE
EVERGLADES

Founded by Marjory Stoneman Douglas

May 13, 2002

VIA FAX, E-MAIL & FIRST CLASS MAIL

Kenneth R. Dugger, USACE
Planning Division
P.O. Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

RE: Draft Report - Comments by Friends of the Everglades
Dredged Material Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, Miami,
River, Miami-Dade County, Florida - March 2002 US Army Corps of Engineers

Dear Mr. Dugger,

In accordance with the requirements for public comment on this EIS, Friends of the
Everglades offers the following comments on the Draft Report for DREDGED MATERIAL
MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, MIAMI RIVER
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA.

Public Involvement:

According to page 55 of the EIS the Sierra Club and Friends of the Everglades were to be
sent copies of the DRAFT EIS.  Neither group received copies.  When we found out the copy had
been released by others, we had to call and get a copy sent to the home of one of the Board
members just to see the draft.  The Corps seems to be relying on the Miami River Commission
dredging committee meetings and several community meetings and several community meetins
as public participation.  These meetings are dominated by industry, consultants and lobbyists.
The environmental community, the bay users (windsurfers, fisherman, boaters, bathers, etc.) have
not been well represented nor included.  In fact, the EIS is has been the Corps’ only real outreach
effort to get public involvement and who on the list of those notified represents bay users and
which environmental group really got a copy of the draft EIS?  Friends of the Everglades
therefore questions the Corps commitment to public involvement states that the efforts to involve
the public in this process as required under the NEPA are insufficient and, in fact, the Corps
appears to be intentionally limiting the public debate regarding this project.



Specifically, who in the public offered feedback on impacts on recreation? (PM3).  It
stated that the public had a role in formulating the plan.  Neither Surfriders nor The South Florida
Board Sailing Association, both well know public groups known for recreating in the area and
monitoring the area were not contacted at all.  In fact, the South Florida Board Sailing
Association was the group that pushed for a sanitary survey at Hobie Beach to find the source of
the high pollution there.  The health dept. believed the pollution was coming from the river.  The
South Florida Board Sailing Association did a presentation on water quality issues in front of the
County commission and is very active in the area around the Causeway.  That the Corps could
not identify these important groups for outreach is at best negligent.

Protection of the Aquatic Preserve:

The plume created by the dredging of the toxic river will be moved into the bay by tidal
movement wind, and boat movement in an out of the river.  According to a NOAA 1999
sediment study, the river sediment is actually more toxic than described in the draft report.  The
protection at the mouth of the river to the aquatic preserve should be the most important concern.
Keeping shipping within the river is not as crucial as protecting the Bill Sadowski wildlife refuge
(a shallow water preserve nearby) and the health of the public at the swimming beaches nearby.

In the EIS coordination act report (CAR) from the US Fish and Wildlife Service, there is
a model run of where the Corps estimates the plume will go.  According to the model, the plume
would extend far north and south into the aquatic preserve.  In fact, it appears the plume would
go into the nature preserve as well.  The plume in the Bay, and Corps’ failure to adequately
mitigate this type of impact is of great concern to Friends of the Everglades.

Protection of the Public:

The Miami River is not just a source of toxic sediment.  It is also a source of sewage
pollution.  In the 1999 NOAA sediment study, they found toxic sediment near the swimming
beaches on Rickenbacker Causeway.  Further, there is a sanitary survey being conducted by the
Health Department at a swimming beach nearby – Hobie Beach – because of high levels of
bacteria present.  We are concerned how this dredging project will impact the people seimming
so close to stirred up sediment plumes.  Have the swimming beaches been addressed somewhere
else?  What about the protection for windsurfers in the area who have spray around them or are
in the water for hours?

Has the Corps considered having larger items/obstacles removed from the bottom near
the mouth of the river and then use hydrologic dredges that don’t create the plume that the
clamshell dredges would?  This might help the safety of the public recreating in the water.  There
was no mention of this alternative in the Draft EIS.

Further, the Draft permit requires that there be adequate mitigation for water quality
impacts.  What exactly would that mitigation be?  Who will be monitoring the water quality
impacts?  What are the standards that will be set?  What will the Corps do if the standards are
violated?



Protection of Marine Life:

We are concerned with how the Manatee will be protected with such an extensive project.
Unfortunately many manatee use this toxic river.  Would hydraulic dredging or clam shell
dredging be more dangerous for them?  The main problem for manatees during the project is that
they will be hard to see when you stir up the water.  Some form of aerial survey should be
undertaken.  However isn't the Miami River on a departure flight path from MIA?  Would that
create airspace restrictions around the River dredging project?  If so, how otherwise will the
Manatee movement be monitored?

Hydraulic dredges might be better for the manatees in the river.  However manatee
movement would be interfered with.  All the boating traffic backups due to the dredging, the use
of turbidity curtains, dredging devices etc., is certain to further interfere with the manatees.  We
don’t think the safety of this endangered sea mammal has been sufficiently addressed.

Friends is also concerned about how the sediment plume will reintroduce toxins in the food
chain for sea life.  On Page 13 PM1 Impacts to fish habitat: alternatives are qualitatively
compared to assess any possible impacts on project area fish habitat.  What are the alternatives
that were measures?  What were the findings?

The USFWS recommended a number of actions because they were concerned about the
movement of the river contaminants into habitat for fish and wildlife.  The Army Corps rejected
several of them (hydraulic dredge, more modeling, etc.).  Since the Army Corps rejected these
alternate actions, how will they insure that habitats are protected?  Further, the Corps rejected the
requests of the USFWS with a one-sentence reply.  This is an entirely insufficient response.  Isn’t
the protection of habitat as important to the Corps?

Disposal of Toxic Dredge Material and Dredging Material Management:

Who will be monitoring the CDF (confined disposal facility) see page 91.  Where will the
material be transported to once processed and dewatered?  It seems you don’t have an upland site
(according to page 91 & 96) the sponsor refused the site for diking and open air-drying.  The
material will be confined to geotubes according to the document.  It seems you are depending on
the contractor to provide another upland site.  If the combined efforts of county and agencies
couldn’t secure an upland site, how do you expect the contractor to find one and what will the
Corp do if he doesn’t?  Are geotubes adequate for the vast amount of dredge material you are
planning to remove?  Friends feels the Corps is too heavily relying on “fall back options” which
should be more closely examined before a decision is made.

In the draft Department of Environmental Protection “Conceptual Permit” it requires
monitoring of water quality, toxicity, biological effects, etc.  Exactly what is the monitoring
plan?  Who will be conducting this monitoring plan?  Further, Friends of the Everglades cautions
hat failure to adequately monitor impacts to seagrass, sedimentation, and contaminants in
Biscayne Bay will violate Federal and State Environmental laws.



Sediment Reduction: (Page 90).  As the dredging project approaches the aquatic preserve,
it might be more prudent to close the river to boat traffic to contain the sediment plume form
contaminating the bay.  If a barrier could be placed between the bay and the river (even for a
short time) the plume to be more efficiently isolated.  If boat traffic continues during the process
the plume will be swept into the bay.  I think the long-term benefits to shipping would far
outweigh a few weeks of a moratorium on travel in the river.  Has the Corps considered this
course of action?

The report does not assess impacts that could occur from dewatering, thermal treatment
(air impacts), or ultimate disposal.  There are no details on disposal or the type of equipment to
be used.  What if someone proposes to make it into bricks and build houses or make roof tiles?
Does the EIS consider this?  When will a more comprehensive assessment occur?  It seems as
though some of these scenarios should be assessed now, not after the fact.  There must be a
number of disposal scenarios that Corps has discussed and that they would allow.  These
possibilities must be assessed now, before the pressure of mounting waste creates an
“emergency” which could remove options.

Finally, we have heard it said repeatedly (by river commission people and the Corps) that
water quality during the dredging will not be worse than it is now, because the ship traffic causes
as much disturbance to the sediment as the dredge will.

Friends of the Everglades is insulted by this ridiculous assertion.  The dredge will be
operating nearly constantly, going outside the deeper channel to shallower areas where there is
much more sediments.  Ships, although they do stir up sediment, move only intermittently, and
stay in the middle portion of the channel that is already scoured out.  There would be much more
resuspension during dredging, especially if there is dewatering.  In fact, the Corps’ own data
indicates that several State of Florida numerical criteria for metals and organic chemicals will be
exceeded and the antidegradation standard for OFWs will be exceeded.

Friends believes that background for the nondegradation standard should be based upon
long term monitoring and/or the preproject monitoring as described by FDEP in the draft
conceptual permit.

We look forward to your answers to the issues we have raised.

Very truly yours,

David P. Reiner, II, President
Nancy Lee, Director
Friends of the Everglades

cc: Board of Directors
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Phone (306) 666-5111 ● Fax (306) 667-8343
�THE VOICE OF CONSERVATION IN SOUTH FLORIDA��

May 9,2002

Mr. Kenneth R. Dugger
US Army Corps of Engineers
Planning Division
P.O. Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

Ms. Susan Kaynor
US Army Corps of Engineers
Miami Regulatory Office
11420 North Kendall Drive, Suite 104
Miami, FL 33176

RE: Draft Report Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) and Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), Miami River, Miami-Dade County, Florida and Department of the
Army Permit Application number 200201965

Dear Mr. Dugger and Ms. Kaynor:

Please accept this correspondence as the Tropical Audubon Society’s comments on the Miami
River Dredging projects.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at the above
phone number, or by e-mail at director@tropicalaudubon.org.

Contamination of the Miami River and Biscayne Bay:
Section 1.3.1 of the DMMP states, “The original USACE Feasibility Study, initiated in 1974,
concluded that the removal of contaminated sediments must be achieved by non-Federal actions
to control the introduction of pollutants into the Miami River to achieve the desired objectives of
improving water and sediment quality.”  Further, Section 3.4.2.2 of the DMMP states, “The
environmental impacts of leaving the navigation channel deposits in place is unknown.
[Dredging may] improve the river bottom environment, perhaps permanently if pollution control
initiatives are successful.”

The Tropical Audubon Society feels that pollution control initiatives on the Miami River, while
better than historic efforts, are not successful.  Continued point and non-point pollution sources

mailto:director@tropicalaudubon.org
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make dredging a moot point as several types of contaminants still enter the River on a daily basis
(including pesticides, industrial waste, sewage, petroleum, stormwater discharge, upland runoff,
etc.).  A visit to almost any marine facility on the river consistently demonstrates the presence of
soils and other upland surfaces stained with any combination of paints, solvents, petrochemicals,
and other contaminants.  Also, it is very easy to find evidence of direct runoff from upland
facilities into the River.  Current marine facility and industrial practices on the River do not focus
on containment of pollutants, as many facilities still apply industrial materials like paint and
fiberglass in open non-contained areas, not to mention the unregulated vessel discharge of
sewage and bilge materials that occur, also on a daily basis.  Section 4.3 of the USWFS CAR
states, “There are 30 listed NPDES permits for facilities known to discharge directly or indirectly
into the Miami River…[and] approximately 20 other unspecified NPDES discharges which are
believed to discharge into the Miami River system.”  There is no mention in the CAR, DMMP or
DEIS of compliance rates with these permits, or consideration of other pollution violations and
unauthorized discharges.  Pollution sources on the river have been moderated, but not stopped.
What efforts will be made to ensure that pollution sources are controlled?  Why should there be a
Federal effort to remove contaminated sediments if there is no guarantee of non-Federal efforts to
control contamination of those sediments in the first place?

With regard to contamination of Biscayne Bay, channel shoaling is presumed to contribute to
mixing action that resuspends river sediments, however, this presumption has not adequately
been proven.  What scientific evidence exists to support this theory?  Section 3.3.6 of the DMMP
states, “It has been speculated that it is on out-going tides and riverine flood flows that the
resuspended sediments are transported from the Miami River to Biscayne Bay.”  The Tropical
Audubon Society feels that the mechanisms of contamination of the Bay are not well understood
and that the proposed dredging solution is not guaranteed to alleviate the problem.  Conversely,
the dredging may actually exacerbate the situation, resulting in a magnified impact of
contamination escaping to the Bay.  Section 3.4.3.3.3 of the DMMP states, “Mean and median
turbidity levels for the River are 2.95 and 2.2 NTU respectively.”  Proposed dredging methods
should have to demonstrate attainment with those levels in order to argue that dredging will not
result in more significant impacts that regular vessel traffic.

The Tropical Audubon Society also takes exception with the assumption that sediment removal
is the only solution to the problem of contaminated sediments.  The Major Findings and
Solutions section of the DEIS (page EIS-1) states, “The removal of contaminated sediments
would improve overall long-term water and sediment quality of the Miami River…and eliminate
the continuing movement of contaminated sediments into Biscayne Bay.”  What scientific
evidence can be used to support this statement, especially in light of the continuing
contamination of river soils and waters?  Perhaps there is a better technological solution to
ensure the health of Biscayne Bay.  Will the RFP encourage the investigation of solutions other
than dredging?
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Reasons for dredging:
Section 1.3.1 of the DMMP, Section 1.1.1 of the DEIS and Section 1.3 of the USFWS CAR
states, “The 1990 USACE Feasibility Report concluded that there was no apparent justification
for removing the sediment to improve water quality or navigation”, the only apparent
justification was to enable deeper draft vessels to use the Miami River.  There is no evidence in
any of the reports to indicate that the commercial/industrial use of the river is being adversely
affected because of channel shoaling.  Conversely, Section 5.2 of DMMP clearly demonstrates
that the Miami River is generating more commerce, jobs and income than ever before.  The
threat of the shipping industry to depart the River if it is not dredged appears to be speculative at
best, as they are experiencing such success at this time.  Further, who is to say that departure of
the shipping industry wouldn’t create other opportunities for development along the River that
would be more appropriate for the environmental health of the River and the Bay, as well as
more appropriate for the other River residents and businesses?

Promise of the DMMP & the EIS:
Both the DMMP and the EIS promise that all dredging will be performed in an environmentally
acceptable manner in accordance with county, state, and federal regulations.  Yet a Miami-Dade
County Class I Permit is not being obtained for the channel dredging.  How will environmental
compliance issues, normally handled through the administration of the local permit, be handled?
Who will be responsible for project monitoring, mitigation, compliance, and (if necessary)
enforcement?

Typical cross sections:
The typical cross section shown in the DMMP demonstrate that channel depth is already near or
at 15 feet in the center of the channel.  This is the depth that the channel was originally dredged
to in the 1930s.  these cross sections also demonstrate that the only sediment buildup has been in
the areas adjacent to the channel.  At this time, large vessel traffic is coordinated along the River.
Freighters and barges are choreographed such that there are no in-bound vessels when out-bound
vessels are navigating the river.  This ensures that freighters and barges are utilizing the center of
the channel.  Section 4.24 of the DEIS states, “Outfall controls and stormwater management
plans that are in place or are planned for implementation are likely to result in reduced rates of
sediment deposition and associated shoaling within the channel.”  If the rate of sediment deposit
to the River in general is being minimized, and the total accumulation of sediment in the middle
of the channel is insignificant, why dredge?

Additionally, the cross sections show advance dredging and overdredging has high potential to
impact the limestone under the sediment.  Mechanical dredging (bucket, clamshell, etc) can
break up the limestone substrate below the accumulated sediment.  There is no guarantee that the
underlying aquifer won’t be impacted.  Section 3.4.1.2 of the DMMP and Section 2.1.3 DEIS
states, “The impacts of [dredging the underlying rock layer] on the Biscayne Aquifer would be
difficult to ascertain.”  The Tropical Audubon Society feels that potential impacts to the Biscayne
Aquifer constitute an unacceptable risk to the project.  In the absence of local regulatory
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involvement in the project, who will be responsible for monitoring of dredge spoil and reporting
of both quantity and content of the spoil?

Flaws of the RFP process:
The RFP process is being touted as an opportunity for innovative technologies, cost efficiency,
and project success.  However, there is a long history of the RFP process resulting in a low-bid
winner whose only goal is to maximize profits by utilizing short cuts to cut costs.  The focus of
low-bid winners is cost effectiveness, not environmental protection.  In the absence of local
regulatory involvement in the project, who will be responsible for monitoring to ensure
environmental protection?

Selection criteria for dredging:
Section 3.4.1.6 of the DMMP states, “Water quality and other environmental standards provide
sufficient controls and limits for operations without the exclusion of specific equipment for a
job.”  This statement implies that water quality and environmental standards will be maintained,
but again the Tropical Audubon Society is concerned with how those standards will be enforced.
Contractors will promise to maintain attainment with water quality and environmental standards,
but there will be no guarantee prior to the commencement of work that those standards can even
be attained with any particular dredge operation.  Section 3.4.5.2.5 of the DMMP states, “The
Government will select the successful proposer using criteria that will consider the overall best
value to the government [low bidder], including but not limited to efficiency, technical expertise,
neighborhood and environmental protection, as well as cost.”  Will there be a follow-up or
additional EIS to fully assess the potential impacts of the dredge process that is chosen?

Section 8.7 of the DMMP states, “Turbidity and other water quality monitoring will be required
pursuant to FDEP water quality criteria where the dredge is working and at the outfall (if
necessary) from the interim upland staging area.”  Who is responsible for the monitoring?  Who
is responsible for compliance, and (if necessary) enforcement?  What about mitigation for water
quality impacts?  What is being proposed and who will be responsible for any required
mitigation?  The FDEP and the USFWS have made it clear that high water quality standards be
met at the mouth of the River and that no degradation of Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve (an
Outstanding Florida Water) be allowed to occur.  The Tropical Audubon Society insists that
these requirements be met.  We, along with the FDEP and the USFWS, want assurances that
dredging will minimize release of contaminants into the Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve.

Additionally, while we are encouraged that the USFWS will be included in the service provider
and methods selection process, we are discouraged that so many of the USFWS
recommendations are not being considered.  The Tropical Audubon Society strongly
recommends adherence with all of the USFWS recommendations, especially with regards to:
contingency plans in the case of water quality impacts; contingency plans for other work-
stopages such as in the case of manatees in the area; and mandatory turbidity containment
devices.  The arguments against the use of turbidity containment devices (such as vessel traffic,
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river size, flow and other contractor inconveniences) do not justify not using methods that are
most likely to ensure the protection of endangered species and water quality.

Dredging methodology:
The Tropical Audubon Society urges the USACE to select the most environmentally friendly
technology, presumably the pneumatic dredge as recommended by the USFWS in their CAR.
The USFWS CAR Executive Summary states, “The amount of silt and contaminants reaching the
Bay, as a result of dredging operations, will depend on dredging methodology, timing, spoil
disposition, and de-watering methodologies, and turbidity containment.”  How can the USACE
have done a DEIS when there has been no method selected for thorough analysis?  Further,
Section 4.2 of the CAR states, “Dredge-generated sediments and contaminants will move from
the Miami River into Biscayne Bay, and disperse in differing concentrations and locations
depending on settling rates, river-flow velocities, prevailing winds, and tidal currents.”  The
USACE Tracer Study clearly indicates that there may be more appropriate atmospheric and tidal
conditions during which to conduct dredging.  The Tropical Audubon Society feels that these
conditions should figure prominently in the RFP specifications and construction methodologies.
How are considerations of wind conditions, weather and tide going to figure in the RFP.

Section 4.3 of the CAR states, “Resuspension of sediments throughout the duration of short-term
dredging and disposal activities will likely enhance introduction of bioaccumulating
compounds…into the food chain of fish and wildlife that feed in the estuary.  Although
resuspension of contaminants would only continue through the active phase of the project,
associated bioaccumulation and biomagnification of these contaminants could significantly
contribute to cumulative adverse affects to the Biscayne Bay ecosystem.”  These affects are not
addressed in the DEIS or DMMP and the project should not commence until these affects can be
addressed such that they can be avoided, or at least, minimized.  Section 5.1 of the CAR states,
“The Corps has indicated that turbidity is the only monitoring parameter necessary for this
project.  However, the concentration, transport, and fate of resuspended contaminants is not
directly tied to suspended solids.  Once sediments are resuspended, contaminants will become
soluable at varying rates and concentrations…turbidity standards alone are not reflective of the
potential for sedimentation damage to aquatic resources, including seagrasses.”  How will the
USACE account for the transport of contaminants during the dredging process and how will the
USACE evaluate cumulative effects on the Biscayne Bay ecosystem?

Dewatering, transportation and handling of contaminated sediments:
Many questions remain concerning the handling to dredge materials (sediment and water).  These
questions must be addressed.  How many interim storage/treatment sites will there be prior to the
final disposal?  How will the material be transported to sites?  The rail versus trucking versus
barging versus pumping decision should not be based on an apparent cost analysis because cost
efficiency does not always contemplate true social costs associated with environmental
degradation.  Who is responsible for the maintenance and monitoring of the interim and final
storage sites?  Who is responsible for soil, ground water and surface water protection at the sites?
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Who will determine if the sites have adequate diking and lining with appropriate leachate
containment and collection systems, adequate monitoring wells, appropriate contingency plans
for discharge events and remediation/mitigation proposals for contamination of soils and waters?

Method of final disposal:
Who is responsible for “cradle-to-grave” management of the dredge spoils and associated
contaminated water?  Who will verify that the material is completely dried prior to final
transport?  How will the material be handled during final transport to ensure that it is not
rehydrated (and therefore can potentially contaminate other areas).  The DMMP and the DEIS
clearly indicate that the material is not suitable for use as fill or for use in CDM aggregates.  Who
will ensure these materials are not “lost” in their final disposal and end up being used in the
construction of some public facility?  Section 3.4.2.8 of the DMMP states, “The pollution
controls at the final disposal site would be imposed by environmental regulatory agencies” but
the local environmental agency has been precluded.  Section 3.4.5.2.1.8 of the DMMP states, “A
significant barrier to use of the resulting material…is the lack of regulatory standards for the
product.”  What assurance can the USACE provide that the material won’t be used
inappropriately?

Debris:
Bethymetric surveys do not adequately identify debris that may interfere with the most
appropriate dredging methods.  The Tropical Audubon Society strongly feels that dragging is not
an appropriate method, because of the high likelihood that contaminated sediments will be
suspended in the water column at an exaggerated rate.  How does the USACE intend to handle
the problem of debris removal in order to ensure that contaminated sediments will not be
disturbed?

Outstanding Florida Waters:
Section 3.4.3.1.1.1 of the DMMP states, “No activities may be permitted that would result in
degradation of water quality.”  The Tropical Audubon Society feels that contaminated sediments
do represent a threat to the OFW, and that dredging will amplify the current rate of sediment
resuspension if the work is not conducted in a controlled manner.  The Tracer study demonstrates
that contaminants migrate to the Bay.  Many of the USFWS recommendations sought to address
this issue, and yet they were summarily dismissed as unnecessary.  What does the USACE
propose to do to address these issues, in the absence of complying with the USFWS
recommendations?  It has also come to our attention that the Corps is disputing the FDEP Water
Quality Criteria (WQC) in the conceptual Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) and specific
conditions within the ERP.  The Tropical Audubon Society insists that the WQC must be
maintained as stringently as possible.  Is the Corps prepared to vigorously defend and uphold the
WQC and only consider methodologies that do not exceed current rates of sediment loading into
the Biscayne Bay?

Tropical Audubon Society
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Formulating a final recommendation:
Section 7.0 of the DMMP states, “Uncertainties exist regarding actual dredging needs, the future
quality of sediment, and the cost effectiveness and efficiency of developing management
options.”  Therefore, the DMMP and the DEIS do not adequately address impacts to the
proposed project.  Is the USACE going to issue a new DEIS and DMMP when a particular
methodology or provider is chosen?

Manatees:
Pursuant to the Miami-Dade County Manatee Protection Plan, the Miami River is designated as
Essential Manatee Habitat.  The Tropical Audubon Society insists that all measures to protect
manatee be implemented and enforced.  Section 4.3.3 of the DEIS states, “If river shoaling
continues to a point that it diminishes navigation traffic, boat-manatee collisions may decrease.”
In other words, if the river continues to shallow and results in reduced vessel traffic, there would
be greater consistency with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and greater protection to
manatees.  What provisions is the USACE willing to offer to ensure that no manatees are harmed
during the project or after the project is completed and larger vessels are using the River?

All manatee conditions in the ERP must be enforced.  All construction personnel must be trained
in manatee issues to avoid vessel collisions, crushing, and other potential injuries to manatees.
Who is responsible for the monitoring, compliance and (if necessary) enforcement of manatee
conditions?  Section 4.3.1 of the DEIS states, “A physical control that helps exclude manatees
from the dredging area is a silt curtain.  Floating baffles of the silt curtains help avoid undetected
intrusions of manatees into work areas.”  This is true only when the curtains are deployed
correctly and maintained.  The Tropical Audubon Society has first-hand knowledge of manatees
inside a similar barrier, actually chewing on algae growing on a barge that was involved in the
recent re-construction of the 2nd Avenue bridge.  Who will be responsible for inspecting curtains
and other barriers?  Who will be responsible for checking for manatees in the project area and
reporting sightings to the appropriate agencies?

Seagrasses:
Section 3.4 of the DEIS states, “Seagrasses do not occur in the Miami River or at the mouth of
the river in Biscayne Bay.”  This statement implies that there are no seagrasses in proximity to
the River.  However, there are seagrasses landward of Claughton Island/Brickell Key and the
Tropical Audubon Society would like to see a more thorough investigation in the shallower areas
directly north of Claughton Island/Brickell Key.  We believe it is a highly likely that seagrasses
may occur in those areas as well.  Section 4.1 of the USFWS CAR states, “Dredging the Miami
River, without adequate suspended sediment minimization and containment, could likely result
in sedimentation of nearby seagrasses in excess of background.”  The Tropical Audubon Socieyt
agrees with the USFWS recommendation that a seagrass monitoring program be initiated to
ensure that dredging activities do not adversely impact this important natural resource.
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Public Participation:
Section 6.3 of the DEIS lists recipients that should have received the DEIS and associated
documents.  The Tropical Audubon Society is listed as a recipient, and yet we never received it.
When it came to my attention (after April 13, 2002) that the DMMP/DEIS was available, I tried
to access it on-line over many days and times.  This effort was unsuccessful, so I requested a

copy from the USACE Jacksonville office, which I received on May 1, 2002.  That left me with
less than 2 weeks to go through hundreds of pages of documents and submit comments on time!

Since this is a project with regional implications, and since the primary participants to date have
been river industry representatives, the Tropical Audubon Society hereby requests a public
hearing.  The purpose of this hearing would be to ensure that the concerns of river residents,
private submerged lands and/or structure owners, and other stakeholders are being addressed, not
just river industry.  Non-river-industry stakeholders have been inadequately considered and
involved in the process.

Outside the Federal Channel Dredging:
Section 3.3.6 of the DMMP indicates 184,000 cubic yards of dredging will occur outside the
federal channel.  The Public Notice for the Department of the Army permit application (number
200201965) indicates that 450,000 cubic yards of dredging will occur outside the federal
channel.  Why is there such a discrepancy?  Who is going to address the concerns of residents
and private submerged lands owners that may be affected by this additional work?  Who is liable
for damages to existing structures (bulkheads, docks, etc)?  Will there be a FDEP ERP issued for
this project that is separate from the work occurring within the channel?  Who is responsible for
choosing the contractor and methods?  Who is responsible for monitoring the project,
compliance of permit conditions and (if necessary) enforcement?  Is the project going to be done
concurrent to the dredging in the channel?  Is the RFP going to cover both projects?  Is the
dredge spoil and effluent going to be  handled the same or differently?  What is the justification
for the excessive dredging proposed north of Claughton Island/Brickell Key (where there is no
marine facility or navigable channel)?

Again, the Tropical Audubon Society hereby requests an adequately noticed public hearing.  The
purpose of this hearing would be to ensure that the concerns of river residents, private submerged
lands and/or structure owners, and other stakeholders are being addressed, not just river industry.
Non-river-industry stakeholders have been inadequately considered and involved in the process.

Conclusions:
! The Tropical Audubon Society feels that the USACE can’t fully evaluate the project impacts

until dredging and disposal methodologies are determined, specific environmental safeguards
are proposed, and information concerning sediment/contaminant transport within the River
and out to Biscayne Bay is better understood.  Since dredging contamination is likely to be
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much higher than vessel traffic contamination, every effort must be made to ensure that the
transport of contaminants within the River and out to the Bay is controlled.

! Pollution sources along the River have not been eliminated, therefore, the problem of
sediment contamination will continue.

! According to the cross sections, the channel has 1930s era depths.  Limited accumulation
over 70+ years doesn’t justify the need for dredging.

! The project must comply with the FDEP WQC and only employ methods that guarantee
attainment with required standards.

! As stated by the USFWS, the least environmentally damaging techniques for dredging, spoil
disposition, dewatering, debris removal and disposal is of the utmost importance, and should
be the most critical determinant in choosing a service provider.

! The project cannot be adequately assessed until after the RFP process is completed.  The
Tropical Audubon Society asks that a follow-up or amendment to the DEIS and DMMP be
completed after the RFP process to address the specifics of the chosen project.  The DEIS is
not comprehensive because it doesn’t address realities of project, which haven’t been defined
yet.

! The FDEP WQC and ERP conditions must be upheld, not weakened or repealed when the
final permit is being contemplated.

The Tropical Audubon Society would support the dredging project if:
! Pollution sources along the River are ceased.  The Tropical Audubon Society feels that the

$70 million could be better spent on enforcement of existing pollution/sewage control laws.
! A defined proposal were considered and evaluated such that its true environmental impacts

can be adequately assessed
! The chosen alternative truly demonstrates the greatest effort to avoid adverse environmental

impacts.
! The chosen alternative fully considers the full estimate of both channels (600,000 cy) and

non-channel (450,000 cy) dredging.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this project.  I look forward to your response to
our questions and concerns.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Guerra, Executive Director
Tropical Audubon Society

Cc: Kent Edwards, FDEP
Brad Reick, USFWS
JoAnne Clingerman, DERM
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FLORIDA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

FEDERAL CONSISTENCY EVALUATION 
 

PROPOSED PLAN FOR SEDIMENT REMOVAL 
MIAMI RIVER AND SEYBOLD CANAL 

DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
 
 
 
1. Chapter 161, Beach and Shore Preservation. 
 
 The intent of the coastal construction permit program established by this chapter 
is to regulate construction projects located seaward of the line of mean high water and 
which might have an effect on natural shoreline processes.  Also the project must be 
consistent with any beach and inlet management plans. 
 
Response: The proposed project, a s discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, is exempt from regulation by the State of Florida under the provisions of 
Section 404 (r) of the Clean Water Act (PL 92-500, as amended).  There is no 
approved management plan for the Miami River. 
 
2. Chapters 186 and 187, State and regional Planning. 
 

These chapters establish the State Comprehensive Plan which sets goals that 
articulate a strategic vision of the State's future.  It's purpose is to define in a broad 
sense, goals, and policies that provide decision-makers directions for the future and 
provide long-range guidance for an orderly social, economic and physical growth. 
 
Response: The proposed project has been coordinated with the agencies of the State 
of Florida.  Issues raised by the State have been addressed, and studies requested 
have been performed and discussed in the Draft Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
 
3 . Chapter 252, Disaster Preparation, Response and Mitigation. 
 
 This chapter creates a state emergency management agency, with the authority 
to provide for the common defense; to protect the public peace, health and safety; and 
to preserve the lives and property of the people of Florida. 
 
Response: The proposed project will improve navigation safety within confines of 
the Miami River.  It will have no adverse effects on the public peach, health or safety of 
the people of Florida . Therefore, this project would be consistent with the efforts of 
Division of Emergency Management. 
 
4. Chapter 253, State Lands. 



 

 

 
 This chapter governs the management of submerged state lands and resources 
within state lands.   This includes archeological and historical resources; water - 
resources; fish and wildlife resources; beaches and dunes; submerged grass beds and 
other benthic communities; swamps, marshes and other wetlands; mineral resources; 
unique natural features; submerged lands; spoil islands; and artificial reefs. 
 
Response: The proposed project, by removing the potential of contaminated 
sediments becoming resuspended and subsequently deposited in the significant 
biological habitats of Biscayne Bay, is consistent with the goals of this chapter. 
 
6. Chapter 258, State Parks and Aquatic Preserves. 
 

This chapter authorizes the State to manage State parks and preserves.  
Consistency with this statute would include consideration of projects that would directly 
or indirectly adversely impact park property, natural resources, park programs, 
management or operations. 
 
Response: The project will not directly or indirectly adversely impact State Parks or 
aquatic preserves.  The project will offer benefits to the Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve 
through the removal of contaminated sediments that become deposited in the Preserve. 
 
7. Chapter 267, Historic Preservation. 
 
 This chapter establishes the procedures for implementing the Florida Historic 
Resources Act responsibilities. 
 
Response: This project has been coordinated with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO).  The project will have no adverse impacts on cultural resources in the 
project area.  Therefore, the project will be consistent with the goals of this chapter. 
 
8. Chapter 288, Economic Development and Tourism 
 
 This chapter directs the State to provide guidance and promotion of beneficial 
development through encouraging economic diversification and promoting tourism. 
 
Response: The proposed project would provide a net economic benefit to the local 
and regional economy.  The project will be compatible with economic diversification and 
tourism for the area and therefore, would be consistent with the goals of this chapter. 
 
 



 

 

9. Chapters 334 and 339, Public Transportation. 
 
 This chapter authorizes the planning and development of a safe, balanced and 
efficient transportation system. 
 
Response:  No public transportation systems would be impacted by this project. 
 
10. Chapter 370, Saltwater Living Resources. 
 
 This chapter directs the State to preserve, manage and protect the marine, 
crustacean, shell and anadromous fishery resources in state waters; to protect and 
enhance the marine and estuarine environment; to regulate fisherman and vessels of 
the State engaged in the taking of such resources within or without State waters; to 
issue licenses for the taking and processing products of fisheries; to secure and 
maintain statistical records of the catch of each such species; and, to conduct scientific, 
economic, and the studies and research. 
 
Response: The project will offer beneficial results to the marine and estuarine 
environment.  Contaminated sediments currently become resuspended in 'the Miami 
River and enter Biscayne Bay, where they settle to the bottom.  Removal of the 
sediments from the Miami River and Seybold Canal will reduce the likelihood of 
contaminated sediments entering Biscayne Bay and becoming incorporated into marine 
life.  Manatee protection measures will be implemented to ensure no adverse effects.  
The project is consistent with the goals of this chapter. 
 
11. Chapter 372, Living Land and Freshwater Resources. 
 
 This chapter establishes the Game and Freshwater Fish Commission and directs 
it to manage freshwater aquatic life and wild animal life and their habitat to perpetuate a 
diversity of species with densities and distributions which provide sustained ecological, 
recreational, scientific, educational, aesthetic, and economic benefits. 
 
Response: The proposed project has been coordinated with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and The National Marine Fisheries Service for compliance with 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  The potential effects of this project on 
threatened or endangered species is discussed in the DEIS.  The project would comply 
with the goals of this chapter. 
 
12. Chapter 373, Water Resources. 
 
 This  chapter   provides  the   authority  to   regulate  the withdrawal, diversion, 
storage, and consumption of water. 
 
Response: This project does not involve water resources as described by this 
chapter. 
13. Chapter 376, Pollutant Spill Prevention and Control. 



 

 

 
 This chapter regulates the transfer, storage, and transportation of pollutants and 
the cleanup of pollutant discharges. 
 
Response: This project involves the dredging, transportation and disposal of 
contaminated sediments removed from the Miami River and Seybold Canal.  The 
contractor will be required to take whatever means are necessary to minimize the 
resuspension of sediments during dredging operations and the spillage of sediments 
during transportation, and to contain the sediments during disposal operations. 
 
14. Chapter 377, Oil and Gas Exploration and Production. 
 

This chapter authorizes the regulation of all phases of exploration, drilling, and 
production of oil, gas, and other petroleum products. 
 
Response: This project does not involve the exploration, drilling or production of gas, 
oil or petroleum product and therefore does not apply. 
 
15. Chapter 380, Environmental Land-and Water Management. 
 
 This chapter establishes criteria and procedures to assure that local land 
development decisions consider the regional impact nature of proposed large-scale 
development. 
 
Response: The proposed project will provide a net economic benefit to the local and 
regional economy by  faciIitating shipping operations on the Miami River.  The proposed 
project is consistent with the goals of this chapter. 
 
16. Chapter 388, Arthropod Control. 
 
 This chapter provides for a comprehensive approach for abatement or 
suppression of mosquitoes or other pest arthropods within the state. 
 
Response: The project would not further the propagation of mosquitoes or other pest 
arthropods. 
 
17. Chapter 403, Environmental Control. 
 
 This chapter authorizes the regulation of pollution of the air and waters of the 
state by the DER. 
 
Response: The Federal Section 404 (r) exemption would apply to all aspects of the 
project.  Agencies of the State of Florida have provided input into the preparation of the 
DEIS.  The DEIS discusses potential impacts of the project on water quality.  Therefore, 
the project will comply with the intent of this chapter. 
 



 

 

18. Chapter 582, Soil and Water Conservation. 
 
 This chapter establishes policy for the conservation of the State soil and water 
through the Department of Agriculture.  Land use policies will be evaluated in terms of 
their tendency to cause or contribute to soil erosion or to conserve, develop, and utilize 
soil and water resources both on-site or in adjoining properties affected by the project.  
Particular attention will be given to project on or near agricultural lands. 
 
Response: The proposed project is not located near or on agricultural lands; 
therefore, this chapter does not apply. 
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DADE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT (DERM) SOIL 

DISPOSAL CRITERIA AND CLEAN 
SOIL CRITERIA/CLEAN 

BACKFILL CRITERIA 
 
 
 



 

 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT (DERM) 
INTERIM CLEAN SOIL CRITERIA 

 
 
 
ORGANICS:                             INORGANICS: 
 
VOH'sa <50 ug/kg SPLP/TCLPe As: <0.01 mg/l SPLP/TCLPe Pb: <0.015 mg/l 
VOA'sb <100 ug/kg SPLP/TCLPe Ba: <2.00 mg/l SPLP/TCLPe Hg: <0.002 mg/l 
PAH'sc <1 mg/kg SPLP/TCLPe Cr: <0.100 mg/l SPLP/TCLPe Se: <0.050 mg/l 
FL-PROd <50 mg/kg SPLP/TCLPe Cu: <1.00 mg/l SPLP/TCLPe Cd: <0.005 mg/l 
    SPLP/TCLPe Ni: <0.100 mg/l SPLP/TCLPe Ag: <0.100 mg/l 
 
 
 
a. Total Volatile Organic Halogens by EPA Method 8021B. 
b. Total Volatile Organic Aromatics by EPA Method 8021 B. 
c. Total Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons by EPA Method 8100. 
d. Petroleum Range Organics by FDEP Method FL-PRO. 
e. Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) by EPA Method 1312/Toxic Characteristic 

Leachate Procedure (TCLP) by EPA Method 1311.  SPLP/TCLP criteria are based on Miami-
Dade County Chapter 24-11.1(2)(E), Environmental Protection Ordinance Cleanup Target 
Levels, and State of Florida groundwater standards.  If the soil has originated from an area that 
has been impacted by oily waste, TCLP must be used; otherwise, either SPLP or TCLP may be 
utilized.  If total metal concentrations are less than twenty (20) times the SPLP/TCLP criteria or 
the best achievable Method Detection Limit, as approved by DERM, the SPLP/TCLP 
requirement may be waived.  SPLP/TCLP analytical reports shall include the final pH of the 
extract. 

 
 
 
Clean Soil Application Limitations: 
 

1. Sample collection must be in accordance with the Standard Operating Procedure established by 
Chapter 62-713, F.A.C., or a DERM-approved sampling plan.  Sufficient sample must be 
collected and retained under proper storage conditions such that selected samples may be 
analyzed for both total and SPLP/TCLP constituents, as appropriate. 

 
2. For organic compounds, in addition to meeting the total VOH, VOA and PAH criteria provided 

above, individual constituents must also be equal to or below the lower of the Residential 
Direct Exposure Goals (DEGS) and applicable Leachability Goals (LGs) provided in the Soil 
Cleanup Target Levels (SCTLS) for Miami-Dade County Chapter 2411.1(2)(E), 
Environmental Protection Ordinance. 

 
 
 



 
DERM Interim Clean Soil Criteria 
July 2, 2001 
Page 2 of 2 

 

For inorganic compounds, in addition to meeting the TCLP/SPLP criteria, selected samples 
must be analyzed for total metals.  Total metal concentrations must be equal to or below the 
DEGs provided in the SCTLs for Miami-Dade County Chapter 24-11.1(2)(E), Environmental 
Protection Ordinance. 

 
 
Clean Soil Application Limitations (continued): 
 
3. DERM has the option to split any samples deemed necessary with the consultant or laboratory at 

the subject site.  The consultant collecting the samples must have a current Florida Department 
of Environmental Protection (FDEP) approved Comprehensive Quality Assurance Plan 
(CompQAP).  The laboratory analyzing the samples must have a Florida HRS certification and a 
current FDEP approved CompQAP.  If the data that are subsequently submitted exhibit a 
substantial variance from the DERM split sample analyses, a complete resampling using two 
independent certified laboratories will be required. 

 
4. The above listed parameters constitute the normal sampling/analytical requirements for soils 

considered for Clean Soil designation.  Certain constituents may be added to or deleted from the 
list depending on site-specific conditions.  Therefore, please contact the appropriate DERM 
Project Manager at (305) 372-6804 prior to sample collection. 

 
5. Soil sample results must be reported on dry weight basis. 
 
6. The quantities of soil to be disposed may affect the possible disposal alternatives. 
 
7. All hazardous wastes must be disposed at an EPA approved facility.  All other contaminated 

soils will be evaluated by DERM for disposal at alternate facilities. 
 
8. These criteria are considered interim at this time.  New clean soil criteria will be provided in 

2002, which will consider natural background soil concentrations in Miami-Dade County.  
Therefore, please consult DERM prior to sample collection or data transmittal in 2002. 

 
9. Since groundwater is assumed not to have been adversely impacted by soils meeting these 

criteria, there are no specific groundwater monitoring requirements.  However, since the 
potential for ecological impacts from soils meeting these criteria has not been evaluated, soils 
cannot be reused in wetlands or surface bodies of water. 

 
 
 
REVISED July 2, 2001 
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[Commerce Business Daily: Posted in CBDNet on February 5, 2001] 
From the Commerce Business Daily Online via GPO Access 
[cbdnet.access.gpo.gov] 
 
PART: SPECIAL NOTICES 
OFFADD: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, 

P.O. Box 4970, Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR INFORMATION - RFI NO. 01-1, MIAMI RIVER 

PROJECT 
DESC: The Jacksonville District of the US Army Corps of Engineers is planning a 

procurement to perform maintenance dredging of the Miami River.  Work entails dredging 
the Miami River to restore the navigation project to its authorized dimensions.  The Federal 
Channel is approximately 5.5 miles long, 15 feet deep and the width varies from 150 feet at 
lower end to 90 feet at upper end.  Approximately 500,000 cubic yards of material will need 
to be dredged and disposed of.  The project was built in the 1930's and has never been 
maintained.  The sediments in the river are contaminated with predominately heavy metals 
and are not eligible for ocean disposal.  Therefore, contaminated sediments must be 
disposed of in an environmentally acceptable manner.  Approximately 8 acres of land are 
available and can be use as a temporary disposal site.  The temporary disposal area is 
located one block from the north bank of the river near the upstream end.  If the available 
land is used as a disposal site, the contractor will be responsible for development of the site 
as a disposal area, odor control during use, and for returning the site to pre-existing 
condition.  At this time, the Government sees two contractual alternates: (1) design a 
temporary disposal area on the site mentioned above and direct the contractor to use the site 
for temporary storage and find its own permanent disposal site, or (2) leave disposal means 
and methods entirely up to the contractor.  The purpose of this Request for Information 
(RFI) is to seek industry input regarding these alternatives or other possible alternatives.  
Request industry submit recommendations concerning means and methods to perform the 
work in an environmentally acceptable and economically feasible manner.  Since 
information submitted in response to the RFI may be used in the Government's 
specifications and made available to all competitors, DO NOT SUBMIT PROPRIETARY 
AND/OR BUSINESS CONFIDENTIAL DATA.  However, if you believe that, given the 
opportunity, you could propose an acceptable alternative in response to a Request for 
Proposals that permitted alternative methods, please let us know.  Keep in mind that, 
depending on the alternative, the Government may have to investigate and confirm 
acceptability, therefore, in your response please include an estimate (if possible) of the time 
required for such investigation and confirmation.  Please mail or fax your written responses 
to this RFI to the following address no later than February 20, 2001: (FAX NUMBER 904-
232-2748), USAED Jacksonville District, ATTN: CESAJ-CT-C (Griselle Gonzalez), 400 
West Bay Street, Jacksonville, Florida 32202-4412.  Responses can also be submitted 
electronically to Griselle.Gonzalez@usace.army.mil. 

LINKURL: http://www.saj.usace.army.mil 

LINKDESC: Contracts/Business Opps. 

EMAILADD: Griselle.Gonzalez@usace.army.mil 



 

  

CESAJ-CT-C         22 February 2001 
 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR CESAJ-DP-I, ATTN: JERRY W. SCARBOROUGH 
 
SUBJECT: RFI No. 01-1, Miami River Project 
 
1. Subject Request for Information (RFI) was posted on the CBD and on the District EBS web page 
on 5 February 2001 with a response date of 20 February 2001.  The RFI was also e-mailed to 36 
companies that had registered as prime contractor for one of the latest maintenance dredging solicitation 
advertised by the District.  The RFI was also emailed to another 10 environmental/remediation firms 
whose names were provided by DP-I . In addition, a copy of the RFI was mailed to the Dredging 
Association and to 12 waste management companies selected from a search of the CCR database.  The 
purpose of the RFI was to seek industry input regarding alternatives to perform the dredging work 
required by the upcoming Miami River Project in an environmentally and economically feasible manner.  
The main concern in this project is the disposal of contaminated sediments. 
 
2. A total of 17 firms responded to the RFI.  Following is a list of those companies with a brief 
summary of their input. 
 
IT Corporation, A Member of The IT Group - More information exchange is needed to define the 
project better so risks on the project can be reduced for the government and for the contractor; and so that 
a fair sharing of the project risks between the government and the contractor can be defined in an RFP.  
Ultimate disposal of contaminated Miami River sediments will hinge on whether a permanent disposal, or 
beneficial use, solution can be found and whether that solution can be permitted or approved in a timely 
manner.  While the regulatory and community relations issues are complex, IT Corporation believes that 
it could submit an acceptable disposal or beneficial use alternative in response to an RFP, once additional 
information becomes available.  Consider a Performance-based Procurement, Two-step Procurement 
(Pre-Qualifications).  For means and methods the following should be considered: Spatial Distribution of 
Sediments, Dredge Positioning, Control of Barge and Boat Traffic, Reduce the Number of Handling 
Steps, Minimize Release and Re-entrainment of Sediment in the Water Column, Environmental 
Compliance and Protection, Permitting Responsibility, Sediment Processing / Stabilization Testing. 
 
Atlantic Diving & Marine Contractors, Inc. - Require the contractors provide both a technical proposal 
and a cost proposal.  With respect to the temporary disposal area, the site should be made available for the 
contractor's use, however, the contractors should establish in their technical proposals how (or if) the 
temporary site shall be utilized.  Geotubes have been utilized in filtration of environmentally sensitive and 
hazardous materials.  Atlantic is confident our close association with the TC Mirafi Corporation, 
combined with our extensive geotube installation experience, will enable us to develop a technical 
proposal satisfactory to the Government and the surrounding community. 
 
EnSen Tach, Inc. - EnSenTech, Inc.  Is core technology is material handling and conveyance systems, 
which also may be used to perform dredging.  Our dredging technology is the most unique in the whole 
arena of dredging.  With standard methods, 10% to 20% of the total amount dredged is solids, with the 
remaining 80% + water.  EnSenTech's dredging technology is the opposite of the above-mentioned 
methodology.  We handle at least 60% solids with just 40% water or less, depending upon specific 
material characteristics.  We can do this with a remarkable savings on total energy used per ton of 
dredged materials moved.  This water content can be further reduced by use of the ART transport 
technology to below 10% moisture.  The ability to dredge at this high solids content could obviate the 
need for the major staging/dewatering area (specified at 8 acres).  We believe it is possible to 
dredge/convey and load directly in trucks for haulage to disposal sites. 



 

  

 
BEM Systems, INC. - Suggest a procurement of a single, turnkey contract that integrates 
dredging, temporary siting, sediment decontamination, and beneficial use of the 
treated/processed material into one contract.  In the absence of a favorable single turnkey 
contractor and/or joint-venture, BEM recommends the following approach: 
 
• Procurement of the dredging contractors/vendors that utilize innovative and cost effective 

dredging techniques, that are coupled with or can be integrated with innovative sediment 
decontamination processes; 

 
• Identification of vendors with innovative and cost effective sediment decontamination 

and beneficial use technologies or processes; 
 
• Investigation and confirmation of the dredging and decontamination technology vendors 

for their applicability to Miami River project through pilot studies.  The pilot study 
should not only address the effectiveness of the dredging and decontamination processes, 
but also its end-product marketability, and economic/commercial viability, for the Miami 
River project; and 

 
• Identification of a host site (Brownfields site) on the Miami River waterfront allowing for 

direct barge access, and infrastructure to set up a temporary storage and 
treatment/processing facility; 

 
• Identification and redevelopment of the other Brownfields sites in the region through 

beneficial use of the treated sediments onsite (e.g. backfill/capping material, etc.). 
 
BEM has exclusive rights to an innovative environmental process known as Georemediation 
TM , developed and patented by Aleph Group of Ithaca, New York.  The GeoremediationTm 
process facilitates the decontamination and beneficial use of sediments, soils, sludges, 
drilling muds, and other wastes contaminated with wide range of organic and metal 
contaminants. 
 
Jack Fowler, Ph.D., PE - Disposal or beneficial reuse alternatives for the maintenance 
dredged material and debris will be addressed following dewatering and consolidation of 
these materials using the low cost Geotube method.  The primary purpose of using geotubes 
for dewatering and consolidation of maintenance dredged materials excavated from Miami 
River is to reduce the volume and weight prior to rehandling for beneficial reuse or disposal.  
It is recommended that subsurface acoustical impedance surveys be conducted to determine 
the type and volume of debris.  These surveys can also be used to characterize the types, 
densities and volumes each type of soils that are require to be dredged. 
 
 
RS Infrastructure & Envirorment, Inc. - WRS owns and operates a patented dredge technology called 
the Dry DREdge TM (U.  S . Patent No. 5.311.682) that we feel is uniquely applicable for the Miami 
River Project.  The Dry DREdge TM was developed through the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 



 

  

(USACE) Construction Productivity Advancement Research (CPAR) Program.  We feel that the Dry 
DREdge TM is ideal for the Miami River Project because it incorporates a specially designed, sealed 
clamshell mounted on a rigid, extensible boom.  This technique provides positive control of the 
excavation process.  The open clamshell is hydraulically driven into the sediments at low speed, 
minimizing sediment disturbance and resuspension.  The clamshell is then hydraulically closed and 
sealed, excavating a plug of sediment at its in-situ moisture content.  Furthermore, The Dry DREdge 
TMIS intrinsically sound for debris management.  WRS is satisfied with the USACE contractual 
alternatives called-out in the RFI and we believe that it is to the advantage of the USACE to maintain 
both options during the solicitation process.  It is our strong opinion that this will best serve the USACE 
by fostering an open environment where all options will be considered. 
 
Weeks Marine, Inc. - Weeks Marine is prepared to act as Prime Contractor for the project and has 
extensive experience in mechanical dredging and material transportation.  We would request that due to 
the nature of the contaminated dredge spoil a prebid conference be held to discuss the unique problems 
associated with this type of dredging project.  This meeting would facilitate the transfer of information 
between dredging contractors, remediation contractors and the USCE designers. 
 
Sevenson Environmental Services, Inc. - Sevenson can successfully perform the required services under 
either of the two contractual alternates described in the RFI.  Sevenson owns a propriety chemical fixation 
process entitled MAECTITE, and is a leader in materials handling and disposal waste. 
 
Great Lakes Dredge & Dock Company - GLDD recent experiences include dredging, amending and 
upland disposal of over 200,000 cys of contaminated dredge spoils on projects in the New York Harbor.  
These amended spoils were successfully used beneficially as fill material during the construction of a 
shopping mall.  Agree with using an RFP and recommends bidders be given as much time as possible to 
submit proposal.  Additional time will be needed to assess alternative construction methodologies.  
Favors given the contractor the flexibility to identify an alternative disposal site.  Several questions asked 
to help determine equipment utilization, timing and cost. 
 
Roy F. Weston, Inc. - Favors an alternative delivery project approach considering the 
following items: 
 
• Solicit an integrated dredging/beneficial use/disposal procurement for the complete 

project 
 
• Allow for "best value" procurement. 
 
• Develop performance based project specs allowing contractors to determine means and 

methods to implement the project. 
 
• A performance-based specs will give incentive to contractors by holding them 

accountable for the desired results as opposed to a performing to specified criteria. 
 
• Allow contractor to dredge Miami River at a rate established by the contractor with 

concurrence from USAED Jacksonville District that will ensure navigational safety while 
meeting project funding availability. 

 
A 60-day period for contractor proposal preparation is recommended. 



 

  

 
Innovative Technology Associates - Favors leaving disposal means and methods up to the 
contractor.  Believe the only effective methods to control odor is to process the material and 
dispose of it as it is excavated, utilizing proven material handling and dewatering techniques.  
The dewatering, material handling and screening technologies to be employed under this 
type of program are technologies and equipment that have already been utilized in the same 
or similar applications.  Accordingly, minimal trial procedures will be required.  The 
following points may require advance consultation: 
 
• Permitting - dredging 
 
• Pennitting - discharge 
 
• Dredging techniques contemplated 
 
• Practical (traffic) limitation on dredging 
 
• Pay survey timeliness and techniques 
 
• Clearance areas and over-dredge criteria; slope considerations 
 
• Debris management 
 
• Community concerns 
 
Black & Veatch Corporation - Alternate method No. 1 under "Best Value" method of award would be a 
competitive and unrestrictive method of contracting this very important project.  "Best Value" procedures 
will provide a means to evaluate proposed technologies for effective methods.  If possible, the District 
should allow on site sampling to be done under the contract for bench scale testing of flocculation of 
material.  Contractor to utilize dredging technology that will be effective in excavating the contaminated 
material without re-suspending the solids in the waterway.  Use methods for separation and classification 
of sediments in effort to reduce the contaminated material to the smallest fraction economically feasible.  
Provide separation of sand, and washing of it to provide recovered and beneficial reuse of clean material.  
If contaminants are untreatable and can not be removed on site, an alternate option for beneficial use 
of the sand may be found such as use in production of Portland in cement Kilns.  Fine grain material, all 
that passes say, # 200 mesh, to be dewatered to the point that it will pass paint filter spec and stockpiled 
for removal to acceptable disposal facility following Generally acceptable environmental practice 
procedures.  Water removed is to be monitored and treated to locally acceptable NTS requirements.  Site 
to be restored to the condition in which it was received. 
 
Black & Veatch Special Projects Corp. proposes that technologies considered should have 
references as well as process flow diagrams, layout and project schedule included.  Process 
technology should be known by WES, and other dredge operations district personnel. 
 
J.F. Brennan Co., Inc. - Recommend the technology of "high-speed dewatering.  This is a 
method by which a hydraulic dredge excavates material and places it into a "highspeed 



 

  

dewatering" process plant.  This plant immediately removes and treats the dredge water and 
creates a dry stackable product.  Believes leaving disposal means and methods up to the 
contractor would bring additional technological innovations to the project such as "high-
speed dewatering". 
 
Cashman Constructors - Do not see any technical limitations with respect to executing the 
physical deepening of the Federal Channel.  The issue is the contamination of sediments.  In 
order to deten-nine the manner in which these sediments can be handle the following data is 
required: nature and degree of contamination , and physical nature of the material i.e. 
gradation and water content.  Prefer a performance type contract assuming that there was 
adequate data for the dredge material.  Mentions new products such as Macitite that bind the 
metals to the soil mass, and under TCLP testing the majority of the metal contaminated soil 
material would meet the Non-RCRA disposal criteria.  After treatment. the subject material 
for this enquiry ma be able to be disposed of at an Ocean disposal site.  Recommends give 
consideration to a pilot scale test.  Cashman is performing a Pilot Study Project in 
cooperation with the State of New Jersey and the US EPA for treatment and dewatering of 
harbor sediments in the New York/New Jersey Harbor.  This project is aimed at beneficial 
re-use of contaminated sediments by producing lightweight aggregates. 
 
Branching Out, Inc., Environmental Engineering/Const. - The proposed "wet dredging" 
of the Miami River is clearly the most efficient method to remove sediments from the river.  
However, several issues may point the project toward a less "efficient" method of material 
handling: river congestion, contaminated sediments, and storage area requirements.  A small 
1000-yard per day clamshell dredge utilizing water minimization techniques could eliminate 
the settling pond requirements.  The contractor could provide his own material handling area 
and dredging could begin almost immediately.  The smaller equipment would be able to 
accommodate the high traffic areas with less disruption.  This process would be slower, but 
could still meet the required time line.  In addition, the contract could be bid and awarded 
immediately with no :up-front" costs as with the construction of the settling ponds. 
 
Atlantic Diving & Marine Contractors, Inc. - Recommend the solicitation require the contractors 
provide both a technical proposal and a C03t proposal.  Cost proposals could be submitted either 
concurrent with the technical proposal, or the technical proposals could be utilized to establish a list of 
pre-qualified bidders for the project.  The temporary disposal area should be made available for the 
contractor's use, however, the contractors should establish in their technical proposals how (or if) the 
temporary site shall be utilized.  Atlantic Diving & Marine Contractors, Inc. has performed extensive 
geotube installations for the Corps of Engineers and private industry, including an environmental award 
winning project for USAED Wilmington District at Battery Island.  Geotubes have been utilized in 
filtration of environmentally sensitive and hazardous materials.  Atlantic is confident our close association 
with the TC Mirafi Corporation, combined with our extensive geotube installation experience, will enable 
us to develop a technical proposal satisfactory to the Government and the surrounding community. 
 
Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation - Believe they can provide the best 
combination of experience and talent for development of an effective and efficient dredge 
and disposal plan for the contaminated sediments of the Miami River.  Services provided by 
this company includes waterway planning and engineering, river and lake engineering and 



 

  

operations, coastal engineering, dredging and disposal planning and design, sediment 
management, and hydraulics and hydrology. 
 
3.  Based on the responses to the RFI, leaving disposal means and methods entirely up to the 
contractor is the contractual alternate recommended by the industry.  Provide contractors the 
flexibility to identify alternatives for a permanent disposal or beneficial use.  It is apparent 
that there is a variety of dredging technologies, sediment decontamination, and beneficial 
reuse processes that could be suitable for the Miami River Project and at the same time could 
be environmentally acceptable and economically feasible. 
 
 
 



 

  

Contracting for Best Value 
A Best Practices Guide to Source Selection 

(Revision #8) (See App G) 
 

Department of the Army 
USAED JACKSONVILLE, FL 

Foreword 

This guide provides techniques and practices for obtaining best value products and services 
through source selection. Consistent with the spirit of acquisition reform, it introduces new and 
innovative techniques to simplify the source selection process and produce better value. Its 
purpose is to provide you with a practical reference tool that will help you implement a new way 
of doing business that promotes flexibility, streamlining, and simplified procedures. 

This guide is designed for use by the entire acquisition workforce to promote a consistent 
understanding of best value and the various processes and techniques that can be used to achieve 
it. It explains best practices for planning your source selection, teaming, exchanging information 
with industry, and conducting efficient and effective source selections. 

I encourage you to read and use this guide in your efforts to get the best value for your 
customers. 
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Overview 
Source selection is the process used in competitive, negotiated contracting to select the proposal 
expected to result in the best value to the Government. The source selection approach must be 
tailored to the acquisition. You have to consider your evaluation needs; i.e., don’t make source 
selection more complicated and expensive than necessary. 

What is Best Value? 

In the broadest sense, best value is the outcome of any acquisition that ensures we meet the 
customer’s needs in the most effective, economical, and timely manner. It’s the result of the 
unique circumstances of each acquisition, the acquisition strategy, choice of contracting method, 
and award decision. Under this concept, best value is the goal of sealed bidding, simplified 
acquisition, commercial item acquisition, negotiated acquisition, and any other specialized 
acquisition methods or combination of methods you choose to use. 

_____________________ 
Best Value is the goal 
of every acquisition 

_____________________ 

Purpose of This Guide 

This guide provides information on the various processes and techniques that can be used to 
conduct efficient and effective source selections. We are presenting some of the best and most 
innovative practices being used. The principles in this guide apply to all source selections, both 
those that are complex and the majority where the contracting officer is the selection official. 
During acquisition planning, select the methodology that is most appropriate to the unique 
circumstances of the acquisition and expected to result in the best value. 

Unless you use a lowest price technically acceptable evaluation approach, your source selection 
will involve some form of tradeoff. This guide’s focus is on the tradeoff process and will provide 
some hints and ideas that will be useful in doing a tradeoff between cost or price and other 
important factors. 

There are two important points to keep in mind as you do your planning and select your 
evaluation and source selection process: 

• Tailor your process to fit your circumstances. There is no magic checklist in this 
arena. Consider the complexity of the acquisition and resources available. Use a 
combination of techniques if it will work best for you and if it is fair.  Although there 
is no magic checklist, there is a Contract Specialist’s Checklist at the end of this 
section to assist in ensuring that the process stays on track. 

• The same principles apply in selecting and executing a source selection process or 
technique, whether you are using a formally structured organization for a complex  
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acquisition or a more streamlined process typical for the majority of source 
selections. 

The Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) prescribes the general policies governing source 
selection. 

Appendix A of this guide contains definitions of certain words and terms associated with source 
selection. 

Appendix B contains references along with their Internet addresses to assist you further in 
contracting for best value and conducting a source selection. 

Importance of the Source Selection Authority 

The consequences of the selection decision can be far-reaching. In most cases the contracting 
officer is the selection official. In some acquisitions, or class of acquisitions, the agency head or 
other official may be the selection official, or will appoint someone else to make the selection. 
The source selection authority must be at a level that is fully accountable for the results of the 
decision and knowledgeable of the factors necessary to determine the best value. In addition, 
successful execution of an acquisition using the tradeoff process requires early involvement of 
the source selection authority so that person is prepared to make a rational selection decision 
consistent with the solicitation. The amount of time and effort required obviously needs to be 
considered when making the appointment. 

In a complex source selection, it may be useful to provide a number of briefings to the source 
selection authority early in the acquisition process and at critical steps throughout the process. 
This approach will ensure that the source selection authority knows the program and the 
acquisition process constraints. It also allows the source selection authority to readily express 
concerns and ideas that are likely to influence the final selection decision. 

Examples of where source selection authority involvement is essential include approval of the 
source selection/evaluation plan and the solicitation. 

Importance of Procurement Integrity 

There are stringent requirements for maintaining the integrity of the procurement process that 
Must be adhered to by all participants involved in the source selection process. This includes 
both technical and contracting personnel. Procurement integrity rules provide for both civil and 
criminal penalties for violations (see FAR 3.104). The guiding principle behind these 
requirements is that all offerors are treated fairly and no one obtains an unfair advantage. 
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CONTRACT SPECIALIST’S CHECKLIST 

Item Question Yes No 

 PRESOLICITATION PHASE   

1 Have you read the Source Selection Guide?   

2 Has the team determined appropriate source selection approach? (Ref pages 6-10)   

3 Has the team limited source selection factors and subfactors to only those 
discriminators that will disclose real and measurable differences between offers? 
(Ref pages 12-15) 

  

4 Has the team determined appropriate weights for factors and subfactors? (Ref 
pages 15-16) 

  

5 For each technical merit subfactor, has the team developed an evaluation standard 
for each adjectival rating (i.e., a standard for Excellent, a standard for Good, a 
standard for Satisfactory, a standard for Marginal, and a standard for 
Unsatisfactory)? (Ref pages 16-18) 

  

 EVALUATION PHASE   

6 Has the Evaluator’s Workbook been tailored to this acquisition and sufficient 
copies made?  (Ref Appendix C) 

  

7 Have you done a preliminary review of all offers to ensure each is complete? (Ref 
paragraph E-5.1 of the evaluation procedures) 

  

8 Have the technical evaluators been instructed in proper evaluation procedures? (Ref 
pages 62-71) 

  

9 Have the technical evaluators been instructed in proper use of Technical Proposal 
Evaluation Worksheet? (Ref pages C-5 and C-6) 

  

10 Have the past performance evaluators been instructed in proper evaluation 
procedures? (Ref Appendix D)  

  

11 Have the past performance evaluators been instructed in proper use of the Past 
Performance Evaluation Worksheet? (Ref pages D-10, D-11, C-9, and C-10) 

  

12 Have the past performance evaluators screened each offeror’s PPI and selected the 
most relevant 5 for review? (Ref page D-5) 

  

13 Does the team understand that averaging scores is not the same as consensus? (Ref 
pages 65-66) 

  

14 Has the team been instructed in how to document consensus on the Overall 
Evaluation Worksheet? (Ref pages C-11 and C-12) 
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Planning For Source Selection 

Designing an Acquisition Strategy 

As soon as possible after a need to acquire products or services has been identified, an 
acquisition strategy meeting should be held.  The attendees should include the person responsible 
for managing the program or project, acquisition and legal representatives, potential evaluation 
team members, and others as needed. 

The strategy meeting should be used to determine the acquisition approach including the source 
selection process and techniques that will be most appropriate.  The group should use the 
meeting to discuss the results of market research, potential evaluation factors, information that 
may be needed from offerors to support those factors, and other appropriate planning issues such 
as the timetables for the acquisition and who should be members of the evaluation team.  The 
group should design a strategy that best reflects the specific requirement, the results of market 
research, and the risks associated with the acquisition.  The information obtained in the strategy 
meeting will be used as a basis for developing the source selection/evaluation plan. 

________________ 
Source selection 
is a team effort 

________________ 

Forming a Team 
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Source selection should be a multi-disciplined team effort from the earliest planning stages.  The 
size and composition of the team should be tailored specifically to the acquisition.  In complex 
source selections you may have a larger team (e.g., 8 to 10 people) from various functional 
disciplines.  In streamlined source selections, however, the team may consist of one or more 
technical evaluators and the contracting officer, who is also the source selection authority.  
Whether the team is large or small, it should be established to ensure continuity and active 
ongoing involvement of appropriate contracting, technical, logistics, legal, user, contract 
administrators, and other experts to ensure a comprehensive evaluation of each proposal.  It is 
extremely important that team members understand their responsibilities and agree to give these 
responsibilities their full attention.  To ensure this understanding send the memorandum located 
at the end of this section to each person nominated to serve on the evaluation team. 

Researching the Market 

Market research is the first step in any acquisition and an essential part of designing every 
acquisition strategy.  The acquisition team uses market research to obtain information on 
products and services available in the commercial marketplace.  Market research is key in 
determining whether a need can be met by a commercial item or nondevelopmental item and in 
identifying commercial practices associated with such items or services.  It also has a key impact 
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on your choice of appropriate evaluation factors, contracting method, and the amount and type of 
information to be included in proposals. 

A thorough research of the market should be done as soon as needs are forecast and as part of 
acquisition planning.  Sometimes it might be a one-person effort.  Other times a team effort.  A 
variety of techniques may be used to conduct market research and may include: 

• Contacting knowledgeable individuals regarding market capabilities; 
• Reviewing the results of recent market research; 
• Querying government or commercial data bases; 
• Participating in interactive, on-line communication; 
• Reviewing catalogs and product literature. 

Determining the Source Selection Approach 

One of the first steps in designing an acquisition strategy is to determine the source selection 
approach or combination of approaches that you will use to obtain the best value.  At either end 
of the best value continuum, are the tradeoff process and the lowest price technically acceptable 
process. 

Other source selection processes can be designed to fit particular circumstances.  You could 
tailor the process to combine elements of these two approaches.  You could also use oral 
presentations as part of the proposal submission.  The point is that the source selection processes 
or techniques must be appropriate to the acquisition. 

The Tradeoff Process 

Cost or price is always an evaluation factor in any source selection.  However, many times you 
may have other factors that you also want to consider.  You may need technical capabilities, 
qualifications, or experience that a low cost/price offeror may not possess.  These factors may or 
may not be more important than cost/price, but they do have a strong bearing on the source 
selection decision.  The source selection authority needs flexibility to select the best value that 
may not be the lowest price or the highest technically rated offeror.  The decision will involve a 
comparison of the combination of non-cost strengths, weaknesses, and risks and cost/price 
offered in each proposal and judgment as to which provides the best combination.  The source 
selection authority will have to document the decision and why the selected source represents the 
best value to the government.  This is the essence of the tradeoff process. 

When to Use the Tradeoff Process:  Strengths and Potential Pitfalls 

Use the tradeoff process when it is essential to evaluate and compare 
factors in addition to cost or price in order to select the most 
advantageous proposal and obtain the best value. 

The tradeoff process is particularly appropriate if: 
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• The Government’s requirements are difficult to define, complex, or historically 
troublesome; 

• You expect measurable differences in the design, performance, quality, reliability, or 
supportability; 

• Services are not clearly defined or highly skilled personnel are required; 

• You are willing to pay extra for capability, skills, reduced risk, or other non-cost 
factors, if the added benefits are worth the premium; 

Always consider the strengths and potential pitfalls of using a tradeoff process to ensure that it is 
consistent with your overall acquisition strategy. 

Strengths 

• Allows greater flexibility to subjectively compare technical and cost factors to 
determine the value of the relative strengths, weaknesses, and risks of the proposals. 

• Enables selection of the best approach among a range of solutions and increases the 
likelihood of selecting suppliers who are most likely to provide quality products and 
services, on time, and at reasonable cost/price. 

• Takes advantage of the experience and independent judgment of the source selection 
official. 

Potential Pitfalls 

• Using evaluation factors and subfactors that are not derived from the market place 
and do not accurately reflect the Government’s requirements.  This may result in 
award to an offeror that may not be the best value. 

• Using too many evaluation factors and subfactors.  A large number of factors and 
subfactors dilutes consideration of those that are truly important. 

• Failure to make the appropriate investment in resources needed for a competent and 
defensible value analysis. 

• An inherently subjective process, and thus more difficult to evaluate and document. 

Major Steps in the Tradeoff Process 

The tradeoff process generally consists of the following steps: 

• Designing a strategy that best reflects the results of market research and the specific 
circumstances of the acquisition. 

• Establishing and documenting a source selection or technical evaluation plan.  This 
plan includes the acquisition goals and objectives, identification and relative 
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importance of evaluation factors and subfactors, the evaluation standards, and the 
selection process. 

• Structuring the solicitation to effectively communicate the Government’s 
requirements, mission objectives, the factors and subfactors, their relative 
importance, the information offerors must submit for evaluation against the stated 
factors and subfactors and the methodology for evaluating the proposals. 

• Evaluating the offers on the basis of the source selection plan and the evaluation 
factors and subfactors in the solicitation and having discussions as needed. 

• Comparing the strengths, weaknesses, risks, and cost/price or most probable costs of 
the proposals and deciding which combination, in accordance with the solicitation 
factors and subfactors, represents the best value. 

• Documenting the source selection decision including the tradeoffs and rationale 
used. 

• Awarding the contract, notifying offerors and debriefing them upon their request. 

• Documenting the lessons learned that may benefit future source selections. 

The Lowest Price Technically Acceptable Process 

In some situations, simply comparing the cost or price of proposals meeting or exceeding the 
solicitation’s requirements for acceptability can be expected to result in the best value.  In such 
cases, cost/price is the overriding consideration.  While there may be a need for discussions there 
is no need to make tradeoffs. 

The lowest price technically acceptable process is similar to a sealed bid approach in that award 
is made to the acceptable offeror with the lowest evaluated cost or price.  The major difference is 
that discussions can be held with offerors prior to source selection to ensure offerors understand 
the requirements and to determine acceptability.  Tradeoffs are not permitted and no additional 
credit is given for exceeding acceptability.  However, proposals are evaluated to determine 
whether they meet the acceptability levels established in the solicitation for each non-cost 
evaluation factor and subfactor. 

The lowest price technically acceptable process may be appropriate where the requirement is not 
complex and the technical and performance risks are minimal, such as acquisitions where 
service, supply, or equipment requirements are well defined but where discussions may be 
necessary. 

Major Steps in the Lowest Price Technically Acceptable Process 

The lowest price technically acceptable process generally consists of the following steps: 

• Designing a strategy that best reflects the results of market research and the specific 
circumstances of the acquisition. 
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• Establishing and documenting a source selection or technical evaluation plan.  This 
plan includes the acquisition goals and objectives, identification of acceptability 
requirements for each non-cost evaluation factor and subfactor, and procedures for 
evaluating proposals and making award. 

• Structuring the solicitation to effectively communicate the Government’s 
requirements, the factors and subfactors with associated acceptability standards, the 
information offerors must submit for evaluation of acceptability against the stated 
factors and subfactors, and the basis for award (i.e., the lowest priced proposal 
meeting or exceeding the standards.) 

• Evaluating and rating proposals on a pass/fail basis against the acceptability 
requirements in the solicitation. 

• Conducting discussions or other exchanges as needed.  Comparing the cost or prices 
of acceptable proposals and awarding the contract to the offeror with the lowest 
evaluated price meeting the acceptability requirements. 

Past Performance and the Lowest Price Technically Acceptable Process 

• If you determine that past performance is a discriminator under this approach, then 
you must state in the solicitation the criteria that you will use to evaluate it on a 
pass/fail basis.  For small businesses, an unacceptable rating in this area is a matter 
of responsibility.  Therefore, in your acquisition planning, you should anticipate a 
possible need to obtain a Certificate of Competency from the Small Business 
Administration if a small business otherwise eligible for award has unacceptable past 
performance. 

• A Certificate of Competency determination is not required however, if you select a 
hybrid strategy that combines the lowest price technically acceptable and tradeoff 
processes.  Under such a strategy, you could still evaluate technical proposals on a 
pass/fail basis while basing the final selection decision on a tradeoff between past 
performance and price. 

Conducting a Presolicitation Dialogue with Industry 

Foster a presolicitation dialogue with industry to: 

• Ensure a mutual understanding of the government’s need and industry’s 
capabilities 

• Minimize inclusion of non-value added requirements, and 

• Promote a more effective source selection. 

• An effective dialogue with industry even before a solicitation is written or released 
can pay dividends during later phases of the process.  The earlier and more effective 
you are in keeping up to date on the market and new technology, and ensuring the 
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market knows what your requirements are, the better for both parties.  The growing 
trend is to provide more information, not less, to potential offerors.  With more 
information, they can make informed decisions about whether to compete, they can 
offer better proposals, the evaluation and selection process will be quicker and 
smoother, and there is less chance of miscommunication and a protest.  There are a 
variety of mechanisms to maintain contact with potential offerors including the 
following: 

• Advanced Planning Briefings for Industry to provide a forecast of future direction 
and requirements; 

• Market research to stay abreast of innovation, advances, and capabilities; 

• Information centers to provide access information to documents relevant to the 
acquisition; 

• Requests for Information and Draft Requests for Proposals to obtain information 
from industry on such things as price and availability and comments on the proposed 
solicitation; 

• Meetings and conferences, including one-on-one meetings with potential offerors 
and Presolicitation Conferences. 

• In conducting a presolicitation dialogue with industry, always make sure that you: 

 - Release information to all potential offerors on a fair and equitable basis 
consistent with regulatory and legal restrictions. 

 - Establish clear ground rules for the conduct, timing, and documentation of any 
one-on-one meetings to ensure potential offerors are given equal access to 
information needed to prepare proposals. 

 - Protect any proprietary information that you are given access to during this 
process. 

 - Request contracting and legal counsel advice if any questions arise about 
presolicitation exchanges. 

Drafting a Source Selection/Evaluation Plan 

A thoroughly contemplated plan for selecting a best value source is vital to any source selection 
process.  In all source selections, the plan is tailored to reflect the complexity of the acquisition.  
In more complex source selections, this plan is called the Source Selection Plan and should be 
prepared for the source selection authority’s approval.  In less complex acquisitions the plan is 
often referred to as the Technical Evaluation Plan.  The plan is developed prior to or 
concurrently with preparation of the solicitation.  It states your intentions for organizing and 
conducting the evaluation and analysis of proposals and the source selection.  It contains 
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acquisition sensitive information and is not released outside the contracting activity’s source 
selection organization. 

Acquisitions using a tradeoff process are often subject to dynamic internal and external 
influences.  Examples of such influences include: 

• The differing missions or functions to be supported.  Such situations influence how 
the agency specifies its requirements, which in turn influence offerors’ solutions. 

• The rate at which technology and market factors are changing.  Between the time the 
agency identifies a requirement and the offerors submit proposals, technology may 
have developed efficiency and productivity benefits unanticipated by the agency.  
Accordingly, you should structure the selection plan and the solicitation to consider 
these influences and assure that the proposal selected provides the best value to the 
government. 

Purpose of the Source Selection Plan 

The source selection plan serves several purposes, including -- 

• Defining a specific approach for soliciting and evaluating proposals. 

• Describing the evaluation factors and subfactors, their relative importance, and the 
methodology used to evaluate proposals. 

• Providing essential guidance to the solicitation developers, especially for putting 
together the solicitation sections dealing with proposal preparation and evaluation. 

• Serving as a charter and guide for the source selection team on the roles of the 
members and the conduct of the entire source selection from proposal evaluation, 
through the cost/price/technical tradeoff, award decision, and debriefing. 

Guidelines for a Source Selection Plan 

Although there isn’t a specific format for the source selection plan, its size and detail should 
reflect the complexity of the acquisition.  You should include, at a minimum, a discussion of the 
following: 

• A description of what you are buying.  This description should be stated in functional 
terms to the maximum extent possible and use a minimum of technical language. 

• A description of the evaluation organization structure.  It may be helpful to include -- 

- An organization chart, showing the evaluation team’s structure, or a brief 
description of how the team is organized. 

- The duties and responsibilities of each element of the source selection team. 

- The evaluation team’s agenda and schedule. 
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- Information on the need for preparation and training of the evaluation team. 

- Security procedures to be used by the evaluation team to protect classified, 
proprietary, or source selection information. 

• Plans for presolicitation activities such as issuing a draft solicitation and holding a 
presolicitation and/or preproposal conference or Advance Planning Briefing for 
Industry. 

• An acquisition strategy summary that includes an explanation of the contract type to 
be used (e.g., firm fixed price). 

• The proposed evaluation factors and subfactors, their relative importance, and 
associated evaluation standards. 

• A description of the evaluation process you are using (i.e., lowest price technically 
acceptable, tradeoff, or hybrid) and any innovative techniques such as multiple 
phases or oral presentations, or tailoring.  See Appendix E for details on oral 
presentations.  Include a description of the rating system you are using. 

• A schedule of significant milestones that should cover, at a minimum, the period 
beginning with the designation of the source selection authority and continuing 
through the period from receipt of proposals through the signing of the contract, 
during which evaluation, negotiation, and selection take place. 

Selecting Evaluation Factors and Subfactors 

You must clearly state in the solicitation and source selection plan all the evaluation factors and 
subfactors that you will consider in making the source selection and their relative importance.  
These factors and subfactors inform offerors of all the significant considerations in selecting the 
best value source and the relative importance the Government attaches to each of these 
considerations.  Offerors should understand the basis upon which their proposals will be 
evaluated and how they can best prepare their proposals. 

_______________________________ 
Evaluation factors help offerors 

understand the evaluation process 
_______________________________ 

Structure evaluation factors and subfactors and their relative order 
of importance to clearly reflect the Government’s need and facilitate 
preparation of proposals that best satisfy that need. 

A multi-disciplined team chooses the evaluation factors and subfactors based on user 
requirements, acquisition objectives, perceived risks, and thorough market research.  Thorough 
research of the market helps the team identify the capabilities of different industry sectors and 
where those capabilities are most likely to differ among potential offerors.  The team then selects 
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only those factors that will help differentiate among offerors and surface the most advantageous 
proposal. 

Limit evaluation factors and subfactors to those areas that will reveal 
substantive differences or risk levels among competing proposals. 

______________________ 
Limit evaluation factors 
to true discriminators 

______________________ 

Cost Factors 

The Competition in Contracting Act (CICA), as implemented in the FAR, requires that price or 
cost to the Government be included as an evaluation factor in every source selection.  This is 
because affordability must always be a consideration when spending taxpayer dollars. 

________________________ 
Always include cost or price 

as an evaluation factor 
________________________ 

The relative importance between cost or price and the non-cost factors must also be reflected in 
both the solicitation and the weights or priority statements in the source selection plan.  
However, cost/price is not numerically scored in the evaluation of proposals, because of possible 
distortions that can result when arbitrary methods are used to convert cost/price into scores. 

Cost-related factors and considerations will vary depending on the type of contract.  Regardless 
of contract type, reasonableness must always be a consideration, as the FAR requires that 
contracts be awarded only at prices or costs that are fair and reasonable. 

Cost realism plays an important role in many source selections.  A cost realism analysis is an 
independent review of each offeror’s cost proposal to determine if specific estimated proposed 
cost elements are realistic for the work to be performed; reflect a clear understanding of the 
requirements; and are consistent with the unique methods of performance and materials in the 
offeror’s technical proposal. 

Cost realism must be considered when a cost reimbursement contract is anticipated.  Under a 
cost type contract, the proposed cost estimates may not be valid indicators of final actual costs 
that the Government will be obligated to pay.  For this type of contract, a cost realism analysis is 
performed and used to determine the probable cost of performance for each offeror.  Selection 
decisions should be based on these probable cost estimates.  Significant differences between 
proposed and most probable costs may signal increased performance risks. 

Cost realism may also be considered for fixed price incentive contracts or, in exceptional cases, 
for other fixed price type contracts especially when there are concerns that offerors may try to 
“buy in” or where other complexities of the acquisition could result in misunderstanding the 
requirements.  In such cases, a cost realism analysis may be useful for determining if there is a 
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significant risk of future performance because of unrealistically high or low prices.  However, 
proposed fixed prices are not adjusted for cost realism during the evaluation. 

The solicitation must clearly state what costs will be evaluated.  These costs may include costs 
for the basic effort only, basic plus all options, or costs incurred as a result of acquiring or 
owning an item (e.g., transportation, life cycle costs).  The solicitation should also clearly 
indicate to offerors how the cost factor will be assessed for the acquisition. 

Past Performance 

The caliber of a contractor’s performance on previous contracts shall be included as an 
evaluation factor in competitively negotiated acquisitions unless the contracting officer 
documents why it would not be appropriate for the specific circumstances of the acquisition.  A 
thorough evaluation of past performance, to include information that is outside of the offerors’ 
proposals, serves to ensure that awards are made to good performers rather than to just good 
proposal writers.  See Appendix D for details on evaluating past performance. 

Technical Factors 

Technical evaluation factors address the proposal’s technical and performance efficiency.  These 
factors may include such considerations as technical approach and capabilities, management 
approach and capabilities, experience and personnel qualifications relative to satisfying critical 
aspects of the government’s requirements.  Technical factors must be developed specifically for 
each acquisition, taking into consideration the particular objectives and requirements of the 
acquisition.  These factors should be those discriminators that are determined after thorough 
market research as most likely to reveal substantive differences in technical approaches or risk 
levels among competing proposals. 

The source selection team has broad discretion in determining the technical evaluation factors 
and subfactors, their relative importance, and the way in which they will be applied. 

However, too many factors and subfactors can lead to a leveling of ratings, in which the final 
result may be a number of closely rated proposals with little discrimination among competitors. 

It is not the number of non-cost factors that is critical, but having the right factors. 

Basic requirements for non-cost evaluation factors are: 

• A reasonable expectation of variance among proposals in that area. 
• A variance that you can measure either quantitatively or qualitatively. 
• The factor must be a true discriminator. 

An evaluation factor should be chosen only if your requirements warrant a comparative 
evaluation of that area.  The simplest way to assess a potential evaluation factor is to ask:  “Will 
superiority in this factor provide value to the Government and is the Government willing to pay 
more for that superiority?” 

Best Practices 
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Selecting the right evaluation factors is one of the most important decisions you will make in 
designing your evaluation process.  We are often faced with the triple problems of less time, less 
funds, and fewer available personnel to devote to source selections.  If you don’t concentrate on 
what’s important in selecting the best value offeror you could end up with the evaluation team 
wasting a lot of time and effort looking at issues that don’t differentiate between offerors.  This 
can also result in a weak evaluation that doesn’t give the source selection authority the 
information needed to make a good selection. 

There are certain factors that you must consider in any competitive source selection.  Price/cost 
is an automatic factor that you always have to consider.  You also have to consider past 
performance in your evaluation process unless the contracting officer documents why it is not 
appropriate for the specific circumstances of the acquisition.  In addition, you may have to add 
factors that are required by regulation for specific acquisitions, such as any applicable 
preferences for small entities.  From here, you add other factors and subfactors that are important 
to deciding which is the most advantageous proposal.  Remember, not everything that the offeror 
has to do under the contract is really a discriminator that will help you decide which proposal 
will result in the best value.  Consider what you are buying and what will really discriminate. 

How to select the additional factors/subfactors?  Consider the following methodology: 

• Research the market for what you are buying and your probable universe of offerors. 

• Form an Integrated Product Team (IPT) and brainstorm critical factors and 
subfactors. 

• Select only those factors and subfactors likely to surface the most advantageous 
proposals. 

• Define the key discriminators and prioritize the list. 

• Get source selection authority approval of the list of factors/subfactors. 

• Clearly and concisely tell offerors in the solicitation what the factors/subfactors are 
and their relative importance. 

• Listen carefully to industry feedback from presolicitation exchanges to see if your 
choices are right.  If necessary, change the factors/subfactors before solicitation. 

Weighting the Factors and Subfactors 

After determining the evaluation factors and subfactors, their relative importance to each other 
must be established.  The relative importance of factors and subfactors must be consistent with 
the stated solicitation requirements.  If their relative importance does not accurately reflect the 
Government’s requirements and objectives, the source selection authority may later award to an 
offeror whose proposal may not be the best value.  As a general rule, the higher the technical or 
performance risk, the greater the emphasis on non-cost factors.  The relative importance between 
all non-cost factors combined and cost or price must also be described using the terms, 
“significantly more important,” “approximately equal,” or “significantly less important.”  This 
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relative ranking must be reflected in both the solicitation and the weights or priority statements 
in the source selection plan. 

The relative importance of evaluation factors and subfactors is usually established by priority 
statements, numerical weighting, or a combination of these. 

• Priority or tradeoff statements, numerical weighting, or a combination of these 
usually establishes the relative importance of evaluation factors and subfactors. 

• Priority or tradeoff statements would relate one factor to others.  For example, in a 
priority statement, the cost/price factor may be said to be slightly more important 
than a non-cost factor called “performance risk” but slightly less important than a 
non-cost factor called “technical merit.” 

• Numerical weighting would involve assigning relative importance to the factors and 
subfactors using points or percentages.  Although numerical weights may be used in 
making the tradeoff analysis and decision, the weights themselves may, but need not 
be disclosed in the solicitation.  If you don’t disclose the numerical weights 
themselves in the solicitation, they must be described in terms of priority or tradeoff 
statements. 

Cost/price as an evaluation factor is never scored or rated as part of the evaluation.  But, just like 
all the other factors and subfactors, cost/price has to be weighted to indicate its importance 
relative to the other evaluation factors and subfactors and the overall evaluation.  The weight 
given to cost/price reflects its relative importance in selecting the best proposal for award.  The 
circumstances of your particular acquisition will indicate how important cost/price is in 
satisfying your requirement. 

Developing Evaluation Standards 

Evaluators must be able to determine the relative merit of each proposal with respect to the 
evaluation factors.  Evaluation standards provide guides to help evaluators measure how well a 
proposal addresses each factor and subfactor identified in the solicitation.  Standards permit the 
evaluation of proposals against a uniform objective baseline rather than against each other.  The 
use of evaluation standards minimizes bias that can result from an initial direct comparison of 
proposals.  Standards also promote consistency in the evaluation by ensuring that the evaluators 
evaluate each proposal against the same baseline.  In developing standards for each evaluation 
factor and subfactor, you should consider the following: 

• As you develop your evaluation factors, concurrently draft a standard for each factor 
and subfactor. 

• Define the standard by a narrative description that specifies a target performance 
level that the proposal must achieve in order to meet the standard for the factor or 
subfactor consistent with the requirements of the solicitation. 

• Describe guidelines for higher or lower ratings compared to the standard “target.” 



 

17  

• Overly general standards should be avoided because they make consensus among 
evaluators more difficult to obtain and may obscure the differences between 
proposals.  A standard should be worded so that mere inclusion of a topic in an 
offeror’s proposal will not result in a determination that the proposal meets the 
standard.  

• While it is sometimes easier to develop quantitative standards because of their 
definitive nature, qualitative standards are commonly used in source selections.  
Standards, as part of the source selection methodology, should be included in the 
source selection plan. 

Establishing a Rating Method 

Ratings and Descriptors Used in Jacksonville’s Solicitations 

Each rating must have a definition. 

TECHNICAL MERIT ratings reflect (1) the Government’s confidence in each offeror’s ability, as demonstrated in 
its proposal, to perform the requirements stated in the RFP, and (2) the Government’s assessment of performance 
risk associated with the proposal. 

ADJECTIVE DEFINITION 

Outstanding Excellent in all respects; offers one or more significant advantages not offset by 
disadvantages; very good probability of success with overall low degree of risk in meeting the 
Government’s requirements. 

Above Average High quality in most respects; offers one or more advantages not offset by disadvantages; good 
probability of success with overall low to moderate degree of risk in meeting the 
Government’s requirements. 

Satisfactory Adequate quality; any advantages are offset by disadvantages; fair probability of success with 
overall moderate to high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Marginal Overall quality cannot be determined because of errors, omissions or deficiencies that are 
capable of being corrected without a major rewrite or revision of the proposal. 

Unsatisfactory A proposal that contains major errors, omissions or deficiencies, or an unacceptably high 
degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements; and these conditions cannot be 
corrected without a major rewrite or revision of the proposal. 

PERFORMANCE RISK (Past Performance) ratings assess the risks associated with each offeror’s likelihood of 
success in performing the requirements stated in the RFP based on that offeror’s demonstrated performance on 
recent, relevant contracts.  

ADJECTIVE DESCRIPTION 

Outstanding Very low risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides essentially no doubt that the 
offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Above Average Low risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides little doubt that the offeror will 
successfully perform the required effort. 
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successfully perform the required effort. 

Satisfactory Moderate risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides some doubt that the offeror will 
successfully perform the required effort.   

Marginal High risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides substantial doubt that the offeror will 
successfully perform the required effort. 

Unsatisfactory Very high risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides extreme doubt that the offeror 
will successfully perform the required effort.   

Unknown Risk The offeror has no relevant performance record.  A thorough search was unable to identify 
any past performance information. 

COST/PRICE - NOT “RATED.”  Reflects the evaluated cost/price.  RFP must describe method by which cost/price 
will be evaluated (e.g., how probable cost or life cycle cost will be evaluated.) 

 

Our rating system uses a scale of words to denote the degree to which proposals meet the 
standards for the non-cost evaluation factors.  The system helps evaluators assess a proposal’s 
merit with respect to the evaluation factors and subfactors in the solicitation.   

Rating systems that use adjectives are usually the most successful because they allow maximum 
flexibility in making the tradeoffs among the evaluation factors.  A narrative definition must 
accompany each rating in the system so that evaluators have a common understanding of how to 
apply the rating.  For example, a rating of excellent could be defined as meaning an outstanding 
approach to specified performance with a high probability of satisfying the requirement.  What is 
key in using a rating system in proposal evaluations, is not the method or combination of 
methods used, but rather the consistency with which the selected method is applied to all 
competing proposals and the adequacy of the narrative used to support the rating. 

Adjectival 

Adjectives (such as excellent, good, satisfactory, marginal, and unsatisfactory) are used to 
indicate the degree to which the offeror’s proposal has met the standard for each factor 
evaluated.  Adjectival systems may be employed independently or in connection with other 
rating systems. 

Narrative 

Narrative is used in conjunction with a rating system to indicate a proposal’s strengths, 
weaknesses, and risks.  Adjectival ratings must be supported with narrative statements.  
Narrative statements can describe the proposals’ relative strengths, weaknesses, and risks to the 
source selection authority in a way that adjectives alone cannot.  A narrative is required when 
evaluation standards are being applied, when a comparison of proposals is being made, and when 
a cost/technical tradeoff is conducted.  The narrative provides a reasonable and rational basis for 
the selection decision. 
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Memorandum to Evaluation Team Nominee 
 
CESAJ-CT                                                                                                               [DATE] 
 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR [NAME] 
 
SUBJECT:  Nomination To Serve On Source Selection Evaluation Team For [NAME OF 
PROJECT] 
 
 
1.  You have been nominated to serve on the source selection evaluation team (SSET) 
for subject project.  As a member of the SSET, you will be subject to standards of 
conduct and prohibitions described at FAR subpart 3.1.  You must acknowledge your 
understanding of these requirements by signing, dating and returning the enclosed 
disclosure form. 
 
2.  Serving on an SSET is an extremely important responsibility.  Each team member 
must thoroughly and impartially evaluate each proposal in strict accordance with the 
evaluation criteria given in the solicitation and must prepare a complete written record 
documenting the strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, and risks associated with each 
proposal.  If for any reason whatsoever you believe you will not be able to give this task 
your complete and undivided attention, please notify me immediately. 
 
 
 
 
 
Encl        [CONTRACTING OFFICER’S NAME] 
        Contracting Officer 
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CERTIFICATE FOR PERSONNEL PARTICIPATING IN SOURCE SELECTION CONCERNING 
NONDISCLOSURE, CONFLICTS OF INTEREST, 

AND RULES OF CONDUCT 

Name: ______________________ Organization:____________________ 

Title: ________________________ Project:_________________ 

1.  I acknowledge that I have been selected to participate in the source selection for the project identified above.  I 
certify that I will not knowingly disclose any contractor bid or proposal or source selection information directly or 
indirectly to any person other than a person authorized by the head of the agency or the contracting officer to receive 
such information.  I understand that unauthorized disclosure of such information may subject me to substantial 
administrative, civil and criminal penalties, including fines, imprisonment, and loss of employment under the 
Procurement Integrity Law or other applicable laws and regulations. 

2.  To the best of my knowledge, I certify that neither I nor my spouse nor my dependent children, nor members of 
my household, nor personnel with whom I am seeking employment have any direct or indirect financial interest in 
any of the firms submitting proposals, or their proposed subcontractors or have any other beneficial interest in such 
firm except as fully disclosed on an attachment to this certification. 

3.  I certify that I will observe the following rules of conduct: 

a. Until a contract is awarded, the solicitation is cancelled, or I am relieved of duties associated with the acquisition: 

(1) I will not solicit or accept, directly or indirectly, any promise of future employment or business opportunity 
from, or engage, directly or indirectly, in any discussion of future employment or business opportunity with, any 
officer, employee, representative, agent, or consultant of a competing contractor. 

(2) I will not ask for, demand, exact, solicit, seek, accept, receive, or agree to receive, directly or indirectly, any 
money, gratuity, or other thing of value from any officer, employee, representative, agent, or consultant of any 
competing offeror for this acquisition.  I will advise my family that the acceptance of any such gratuity may be 
imputed to me as a violation, and must therefore be avoided. 

(3) I will not discuss evaluation of source selection matters with any unauthorized individuals (including 
Government personnel), even after contract award, without specific prior approval from proper authority. 

(4) If at any time during the source selection process, I receive a contact from a competing contractor concerning 
employment or other business opportunity, the offer of a gift from a competing contractor, or I encounter 
circumstances where my participation might result in a real, apparent, or potential conflict of interest, I will 
immediately seek the advice of an Ethics Counselor and report the circumstances to the Source Selection Authority. 

b. In accordance with FAR 3.104-4(d), for one year from the date a contract is awarded, I will not accept 
compensation from the successful contractor as an employee, officer, director, or consultant if the value of the 
contract resulting from this source selection is in excess of $10,000,000.  In accordance with FAR 3.104-7, I will 
consult with my Ethics Counselor if I do not know whether this preclusion applies to me. 

I understand that making a false, fictitious, or fraudulent certification may subject me to prosecution under Title 18, 
United States Code, Section 1001. 

 
Signature:_______________________ 

 
Date:_______________________ 
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Source Selection/Evaluation Plan 

Section I.  Summary Description 
 
A.  Item/Service to be Acquired: 
 
B.  Proposed Contract Type: (Choose one) 
 
__ FFP 
__ FP with Incentives 
__ Cost 
__ Cost with Incentives 
__ Hybrid (Explain) 
 
C.  Source Selection Process: (Choose one) 
 
__ Trade-off 
__ Trade-off After Determining Technical Acceptability 
 
 
D.  Special Evaluation Techniques: (explain, if applicable) e.g., oral presentations, multi-step techniques 

Section II.  Source Selection Team 
 
A.  Members: List the evaluation team members by name and functional area (including advisors, if applicable). 
 
B.  Team Member Acknowledgement/Certification: Verify/attach by reference each team member’s 
acknowledgement of responsibilities and non-disclosure certificate. 

Section III.  Evaluation Factors and Subfactors/Description of Evaluation Procedures 
 
Proposal Evaluation Information/Proposal Submission Information/Rating System/Evaluation Standards:  
Insert Section 00100 here.  If using UCF, tailor language from one of the models to fit sections L and M and insert 
here. 

Section IV.  Rationale for the Evaluation Scheme 
 
A.  Factors and Subfactors.  Explain how the selected factors and subfactors reflect the circumstances of your 
particular acquisition and the results of market research and other presolicitation exchanges with industry. 
 
B.  Weights.  Explain how the relative importance of the factors and subfactors reflect the acquisition’s primary 
objective.  Explain why the most heavily weighted factors are the “drivers” of the source selection. 
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The Solicitation 
Ensure consistency among the objectives of the acquisition, 
the contracting strategy, the evaluation plan, the solicitation, 
the evaluation and selection. 

All the parts of the solicitation work together to communicate government requirements to 
potential offerors. The solicitation provides all the information the offeror needs to understand 
what you are buying, how you are buying it, and how you will select who to buy it from. This 
information includes: the work requirements; the terms and conditions; evaluation factors and 
significant subfactors; the relative importance of the factors and subfactors; instructions to 
offerors, including whether award might be made without discussions; and other exhibits and 
attachments. When read as a whole, the solicitation should convey to the offerors a clear 
understanding of what you are buying and the areas where technical and cost tradeoffs can be 
made in their proposals to best satisfy the Government requirements. 

Industry frequently complains that solicitations have major conflicts. Particularly troublesome 
are conflicts among the descriptions of what we’re buying, instructions on how to prepare a 
proposal, and guidance on important factors/subfactors and the ground rules for the evaluation. 
An inconsistent solicitation may result when different groups of people develop the different 
sections without proper coordination. Such a solicitation can defeat our objectives, cause 
unnecessary delays, or lead to litigation. 

Coordination within a multi-disciplined acquisition team, whose members are stakeholders in the 
acquisition and have a commitment to work together, is the best way to ensure consistency. You 
may also find it beneficial to develop a matrix that correlates the solicitation sections and content 
to ensure solicitation consistency. You may want to provide industry with a copy of the matrix as 
a reference tool to aid in proposal preparation. This approach promotes understanding of the 
linkage within the solicitation and explains how all parts of the proposal will be used in the 
evaluation process. 

Four models of language to be used in Section 00100 of construction solicitations are included at 
the end of this section.  The models can be modified for use in sections L and M of the UCF.   

Another way to promote understanding of the solicitation is to foster a presolicitation dialogue 
with industry. 

This can be accomplished through use of various communication forums such as Commerce 
Business Daily notices, advance planning briefings for industry, draft solicitations, and/or 
presolicitation/preproposal conferences. 

Performance Requirements -- (Specifications, Work Statement, or Equivalent) 

The way you present the Government’s requirements in the solicitation can have a significant 
impact upon a source selection using the tradeoff approach. For example, use of a work 
breakdown structure (WBS) in the work statement for the most complex cost type contracts can 
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help ensure offerors’ pricing breakdowns are consistent and comparable. Some additional areas 
to consider when preparing the work requirements for the solicitation include: 

Functional or Performance Requirements 

Use functional or performance requirements to the maximum extent possible. In some cases, it 
may be more difficult to develop evaluation standards and conduct the evaluation process itself; 
however, there are benefits to using functional or performance requirements. These benefits 
include: 

• Increased competition. 

• Access to the best commercial technology. 

• Better technical solutions for better prices as a result of offeror innovation. 

• Functional or performance requirements can usually be developed faster than design 
requirements. 

• Fewer situations may exist for protests. 

____________________________ 
Using performance requirements 

can lead to offeror innovation 
____________________________ 

Design Requirements 

You should limit the number of design requirements to those essential to meet mission needs. 
Design requirements may: 

• Limit competition. 

• Limit situations where potential offerors can propose innovative solutions. 

• Slow the specification development process. 

• Provide more situations for an offeror to protest (e.g., because of the belief that the 
winning proposal did not meet all the minimum requirements or that the requirements 
were unnecessarily restrictive of competition). 

Proposal Submission Information 

The instructions for preparing and submitting proposals are critical to an acquisition using the 
tradeoff approach. There has to be a linkage between solicitation requirements, each evaluation 
factor and subfactor and the proposal preparation instructions. 
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________________________________ 
Each evaluation factor and subfactor 

must correlate directly with the 
proposal preparation instructions 

________________________________ 

If you cannot cross-walk the solicitation requirements, factors/subfactors and the proposal 
instructions, you have a conflict that you need to correct. 

Request only the information needed to evaluate proposals 
against the evaluation factors and subfactors. Never ask 
for information you do not intend to evaluate. 

The information requested from offerors must correlate with the evaluation factors and 
subfactors. However, instructions that require voluminous information can cause potential 
offerors to forego responding to the solicitation in favor of a less costly business opportunity. 
Furthermore, excessive size of proposals may increase the Government’s costs to perform the 
evaluation and length of the evaluation period. In order to simplify the preparation of proposals 
and to make the evaluation easier, you may wish to consider imposing a realistic limit on the 
number of pages and foldouts to be submitted. 

The instructions on the preparation and submission of proposals must: 

• Be clearly and precisely stated. 

• Be keyed to the evaluation factors and subfactors. 

• Describe the type, scope, content, and format of the information to be submitted. 

• Describe the order in which proposal responses and materials are to appear. 

• Be limited to the information needed to do the evaluation. 

• Properly written proposal preparation instructions simplify the evaluators’ job. That 
is, evaluators do not have to learn a new format for each proposal; they can evaluate 
the same requirements in each proposal in the same way. With a sufficient degree of 
structure in the proposal preparation requirements, you may be able to accept 
proposals in electronic form and use some automation in the evaluation process. 

Proposal Evaluation Information 

Clearly state in the solicitation the basis upon which the 
Government will make the source selection decision. 

The information from the Source Selection/Evaluation Plan that you provide in the solicitation 
on evaluation factors and subfactors and their relative importance forms the basis for evaluating 
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offerors’ proposals and making the cost/technical tradeoff.  The solicitation is the official vehicle 
for you to communicate to offerors which factors and subfactors or ground rules the Government 
will use to select the most advantageous proposal for award. 

Consider the following points in designing the solicitation: 

• Provide the evaluation factors and subfactors verbatim from the source selection 
plan. 

• Provide the actual numerical weights at the factor level. 

• Provide an estimate of what you’ve identified as an affordable target price range for 
the acquisition, based on your market research or other reviews. 

This information can help offerors to better focus on those aspects of the mission objectives 
where additional value can be important and to better respond to the Government’s needs by 
giving emphasis to those things most important to the Government. To reap the benefits of better 
proposals you need to include and adequately describe all the factors and subfactors (as reflected 
in the source selection plan) that will be considered in making the selection. 

The solicitation must also inform offerors of any minimum requirements that apply to particular 
evaluation factors and subfactors that have to be met. You need to distinguish between minimum 
acceptable requirements and desirable objectives or features that you would be willing to pay 
extra for. If you elect to include desirable objectives or features in addition to minimum 
requirements, the solicitation must clearly explain how you will evaluate them and whether or 
not credit will be given in the evaluation for exceeding such desirables. 

Model Language for Solicitation (5 models) 

Note:  The following models include alternate paragraphs and instructional notes for completing 
certain portions of the models.  In the case of alternate paragraphs, use only one of the alternates 
and delete the alternates that do not apply.  In the case of instructional notes (which are 
highlighted in yellow in the Word document), follow the instructions then delete the highlighted 
text.  Also, to distinguish between proposal submission instructions and evaluation instructions, 
each model has 2 parts (Part I and Part II).  Paragraph numbers in Part I have a P prefix and 
paragraph numbers in Part II have an E prefix.  When adapting these models to the UCF format, 
use Part I (P) paragraphs in Section L and Part II (E) paragraphs in Section M. 
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SECTION 00100A 
INSTRUCTIONS, CONDITIONS, AND NOTICES TO OFFERORS 

 
(TRADE-OFF) 

(AWARD WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS) 
 

PROPOSAL SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
 
A-1 Notice.  The Government intends to make award without holding discussions with offerors.  
Therefore, offerors are encouraged to include their best terms and conditions (both price and technical) in 
the initial offer.  By submitting an offer in response to this solicitation, offerors are agreeing to comply with 
all terms and conditions contained in the solicitation.  (See item 17, Standard Form 1442.)  Unless the 
solicitation specifically invites the offeror to submit exceptions, the Contracting Officer may reject any offer 
that contains exceptions.  If, despite the warning given in this paragraph, the offeror elects to include 
exceptions, the exceptions must be specifically and clearly identified on a separate page.  In this 
solicitation, the words “offer” and “proposal” are used interchangeably.  (See definition of “offer” at FAR 
2.101.)  Except for any portions of the offeror’s proposal incorporated into the resulting contract by 
specific reference, the terms and conditions included in the solicitation, including any amendments, shall 
take precedence over the offeror’s proposal.  
 
A-1.1 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH WHEN APPROPRIATE]Certain positions and/or items of work are 
considered particularly critical to successful completion of the project.  The Government will consider the 
qualifications of these persons/subcontractors during its evaluation of the offeror’s proposal.  In 
accordance with the Limitations On Substitutions For Certain Positions And/Or Subcontractors paragraph 
of Section 00800 of this solicitation, if the offeror is awarded a contract the offeror will not be permitted to 
make substitutions without the approval of the Contracting Officer or Administrative Contracting Officer.  If 
the offeror does not name a subcontractor for any identified item of work, the Government will assume the 
offeror intends to perform the work with its own forces and, if the offeror receives the contract, no 
substitutions will be allowed without prior approval of the Contracting Officer or Administrative Contracting 
Officer.  Limitations apply to the following positions and/or items of work; therefore, the offeror shall name 
in its proposal the persons/subcontractors it proposes to use for these positions and/or items of work:  
[List positions/subcontractors considered to be significant enough to warrant evaluation of their 
qualifications during the proposal evaluation process.  Examples include: project manager, QC manager, 
mechanical subcontractors, electrical subcontractors, all subcontracts valued at $500,000 or more.  The 
list placed in this paragraph must match the list placed in the LIMITATIONS ON SUBSTITUTIONS FOR 
CERTAIN POSITIONS AND/OR SUBCONTRACTORS paragraph which must be placed in Section 
00800.]  

A-2 The Proposal.  Each offeror shall submit a written proposal consisting of the following documents: 
 

A-2.1 Completed SF 1442 with price schedule. 
 
A-2.2 Offer guarantee (or bid bond) if required by item 13B, Standard Form 1442. 
 
A-2.3 Completed representations & certifications (Section 00600 of this solicitation). 
 
A-2.4 Past performance information for all relevant contracts and subcontracts started or completed 
within the past 3 years (measured from the date of this solicitation).  Submit a separate Past Performance 
Information Collection Sheet for each project.  (A copy of the sheet is attached to the solicitation.)  Include 
past performance information regarding predecessor companies, key personnel who have relevant 
experience, and subcontractors that will perform major or critical aspects of the work.  (For proposed 
subcontractors, clearly identify the work each will perform.)  For each project submitted, explain why it is 
relevant to this project, and provide information on problems encountered and the actions taken to correct 
such problems.  (Relevancy is defined in the DOD guide to collection and use of past performance as 
“information that has a logical connection with the matter under consideration and applicable time span.”) 
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A-2.4.1 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH IF THE SOLICITATION IS FOR DREDGING. IF NOT DREDGING, 
DELETE.]In addition to past performance information required by paragraph A-2.4 above, the offeror shall 
provide a listing of all current contracts and a listing of all U.S. Army Corps of Engineers contracts 
completed within the past two years. For each of these contracts the offeror shall provide: the plant 
involved; responsible individual’s name (project manager); QC and safety professional’s names; and 
accident rates, descriptions, and causes.  The offeror shall describe corrective actions taken in response 
to previous accidents and shall address the specific actions planned for this project to preclude similar 
accidents. 

A-2.5 A technical proposal consisting of:  
 
SUBFACTOR SUBMISSION REQUIREMENT (Note: To ensure the proposal adequately 

addresses areas the Government considers important, the offeror should review 
paragraph B.3 in Section 00100B prior to preparing the proposal.) 

[LIST 
SUBFACTORS IN 
ORDER OF 
IMPORTANCE. 
MAKE SURE THE 
LIST AGREES 
WITH LIST 
SHOWN IN THE 
SOURCE 
SELECTION 
PROCESS 
SEGMENT OF 
THIS SECTION.] 

[ENTER INFORMATION THE OFFEROR IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT FOR EACH 
SUBFACTOR. ADD A SEPARATE ROW TO THE TABLE FOR EACH 
SUBFACTOR.] 

Subcontracting 
Plan 

If the offeror is not a small business firm, a subcontracting plan.  (See the Army's 
Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide (AFARS Appendix DD) at 
http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/afar/apcc.htm for guidance for preparing an 
acceptable plan.) 

  
 

A-2.6 Packaging the Proposal.  The proposal shall be divided as indicated in the following table and each 
division shall be submitted in a separate sealed package. Each package shall be marked with the 
offeror’s name, the solicitation number, and the package number. 
 
Package No. of Copies Items 
1 2 Price proposal, bond, representations & certifications (Paragraphs A-2.1, A-

2.2, and A-2.3).  If required, subcontracting plan.  Each copy shall be 
separately bound.   

2 2 Past performance information (Paragraph A-2.4).  Each copy shall be 
separately bound.   

3 [ENTER] Technical proposal (without subcontracting plan) (Paragraph A-2.5).  Each 
copy shall be placed in a separate 3-ring binder.  DO NOT INCLUDE 
PRICING INFORMATION IN THE TECHNICAL PROPOSAL.   

  
 
A-2.7 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH IF CONTRACTOR EMPLOYEES WILL SERVE ON SOURCE 
SELECTION TEAM]Agreement to Protect Proprietary Information.   
 
A-2.7.1 Offerors are advised that employees of the firms identified below may serve as technical advisors 
or source selection evaluation team members during the source selection process.  They will not 
participate as voting members of the evaluation team (FAR 7.503(c)(12)).  These individuals will be 
authorized access to only those portions of the proposal data and discussions that are necessary to 
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enable them to perform their respective duties.  These firms are expressly prohibited from competing for 
the contract.  
 

FIRMS UNDER CONTRACT TO PROVIDE SUPPORT TO EVALUATORS 
FIRM’S NAME FIRM’S ADDRESS FIRM’S TELEPHONE 

[INSERT] [INSERT] [INSERT] 
 
A-2.7.2 In accomplishing their duties related to the source selection process, employees of the firms 
named above may require access to proprietary information contained in proposals.  Therefore, pursuant 
to FAR 9.505-4, the firms must execute an agreement with each offeror wherein they agree to (1) protect 
the offeror’s information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and (2) 
refrain from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.  To expedite 
the evaluation process, each offeror must contact the named firms, execute the required agreement with 
each firm, and submit a copy of each agreement with the offeror’s proposal.  
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SECTION 00100B 
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD 

 
(TRADE-OFF) 

(AWARD WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS) 
 

 
B-1 Applicable Regulatory Guidance.  This source selection will be conducted in accordance with 
procedures prescribed in FAR Part 15.   
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process to determine which offer 
represents the best value to the Government.  This process allows the Contracting Officer to consider 
making award to other than the lowest priced offer or other than the highest technically rated offer.  All 
evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are slightly more important than price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process to determine which offer 
represents the best value to the Government.  This process allows the Contracting Officer to consider 
making award to other than the lowest priced offer or other than the highest technically rated offer.  All 
evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are significantly more important than price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process to determine which offer 
represents the best value to the Government.  This process allows the Contracting Officer to consider 
making award to other than the lowest priced offer or other than the highest technically rated offer.  All 
evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are approximately equal to price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process to determine which offer 
represents the best value to the Government.  This process allows the Contracting Officer to consider 
making award to other than the lowest priced offer or other than the highest technically rated offer.  All 
evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are slightly less important than price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process to determine which offer 
represents the best value to the Government.  This process allows the Contracting Officer to consider 
making award to other than the lowest priced offer or other than the highest technically rated offer.  All 
evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are significantly less important than price. 
 
B-3 Evaluation Factors.  The following factors and significant subfactors will be used to determine best 
value.  The relative importance of non-price factors/subfactors is as indicated. 
 
[NOTE:  IN THE TABLE BELOW, LIST FACTORS AND SUBFACTORS AND RELATIVE IMPORTANCE 
OF NON-PRICE FACTORS.  THE FOLLOWING FACTORS MUST BE INCLUDED: 
1. PRICE;  
2. QUALITY (MUST BE INCORPORATED INTO ONE OR MORE OF THE NON-PRICE FACTORS), 
3. PAST PERFORMANCE, AND 
4. IF A SUBCONTRACTING PLAN IS REQUIRED, EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION OF SB, SDB, 
HBCU/MI, WOSB, HUBZONE FIRMS.] 

EVALUATION FACTORS (TRADE-OFF) 
FACTOR SUBFACTOR RELATIVE IMPORTANCE/OTHER 

INFORMATION 
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Price N/A See paragraph B-2 above.   
N/A [State relevance of the entire factor in terms of 

relevance to the Technical Merit factor.] 
Past Performance 
 

Generally, the Government will evaluate timely completion of work; 
quality of work; customer satisfaction; cost controls for additional work; 
compliance with subcontracting requirements; and safety.  However, 
the Government reserves the right to evaluate other areas and 
reserves the right to determine, on a case-by-case basis, how much 
emphasis to place on any given area.    
N/A [State relevance of the entire factor in terms of 

relevance to the Past Performance factor.] 
[Subfactor 1] Relevance:  [State relevance of this subfactor 

in terms of relevance to other subfactors within 
the Technical Merit factor. Per AFARS 
5115.304(b)(2)(iv), relevance cannot be stated 
in terms of points or percentage.] 

[Subfactor 2] Relevance:  [State relevance of this subfactor 
in terms of relevance to other subfactors within 
the Technical Merit factor. Per AFARS 
5115.304(b)(2)(iv), relevance cannot be stated 
in terms of points or percentage.] 

Technical Merit 
 

Subcontracting Relevance:  [State relevance of this subfactor 
in terms of relevance to other subfactors within 
the Technical Merit factor. Per AFARS 
5115.304(b)(2)(iv), relevance cannot be stated 
in terms of points or percentage.] 

 
B-4 Rating Definitions.  Following table shows ratings for each type of evaluation and gives definitions for 
the ratings. 
 
PRICE/COST is not rated.  It is evaluated for reasonableness.   
PERFORMANCE RISK (Past Performance) ratings assess the risks associated with each 
offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the requirements stated in the RFP based on that 
offeror’s demonstrated performance on recent, relevant contracts.  
RATING DEFINITION 
Outstanding 
 

Very low risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides essentially no 
doubt that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Above Average Low risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides little doubt that the 
offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Satisfactory Moderate risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides some doubt that 
the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Marginal High Risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides substantial doubt 
that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Unsatisfactory Very high risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides extreme doubt 
that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Unknown Risk The offeror has no relevant performance record.  A thorough search was 
unable to identify any past performance information. 

TECHNICAL MERIT ratings reflect (1) the Government’s confidence in each offeror’s ability, as 
demonstrated in its proposal, to perform the requirements stated in the RFP, and (2) the 
Government’s assessment of performance risk associated with the proposal. 

ADJECTIVE DEFINITION 
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Outstanding Excellent in all respects; offers one or more significant advantages not 
offset by disadvantages; very good probability of success with overall low 
degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Above Average High quality in most respects; offers one or more advantages not offset by 
disadvantages; good probability of success with overall low to moderate 
degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Satisfactory Adequate quality; any advantages are offset by disadvantages; fair 
probability of success with overall moderate to high degree of risk in 
meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Marginal Overall quality cannot be determined because of errors, omissions or 
deficiencies that are capable of being corrected without a major rewrite or 
revision of the proposal. 

Unsatisfactory A proposal that contains major errors, omissions or deficiencies, or an 
unacceptably high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s 
requirements; and these conditions cannot be corrected without a major 
rewrite or revision of the proposal. 

 
B-5 Proposal Evaluation.  In accordance with the Instructions to Offerors--Competitive Acquisition 
provision of this solicitation (FAR 52.215-1), the Government intends to evaluate proposals and award a 
contract without discussions with offerors (except clarifications as described in FAR 15.306(a)). 
Therefore, the offeror's initial proposal should contain the offeror's best terms from a price and technical 
standpoint. The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer later 
determines them to be necessary.  Further, if the Contracting Officer determines that discussions are 
necessary and if the Contracting Officer determines that the number of proposals that would otherwise be 
in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted, the 
Contracting Officer may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number 
that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals.  The following table 
synopsizes the evaluation methodology: 
 
ELEMENT METHOD 
General Review Review of entire proposal to ascertain completeness and offeror’s 

eligibility for award. 
Price Price will not be given a score.  It will be reviewed for possible mistakes 

and eligibility for award, and evaluated for reasonableness. 
Past Performance Will be evaluated for risks associated with the proposal.  Possible 

ratings are: Outstanding, Above Average, Satisfactory, Marginal, 
Unsatisfactory, and Unknown Risk.  An “unknown risk” rating will have 
neither a favorable nor an unfavorable impact on the overall evaluation 
of the proposal. 

Technical Merit Will be evaluated for merit and proposal risk.  Possible ratings are: 
Outstanding, Above Average, Satisfactory, Marginal, and 
Unsatisfactory.  Proposals will be ranked.  (Note: Subcontracting [which 
is a subfactor of Technical Merit] will be evaluated in accordance with 
AFARS Appendix DD, Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide, which 
may be viewed at http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/default.htm.) 

Source Selection 
Decision 

Evaluators will provide results of evaluations to the Contracting Officer 
who will, through a trade-off process involving all evaluation factors, 
determine which proposal represents the best overall value to the 
Government. 
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B-5.1 General Review. 
 
B-5.1.1 Offerors will be checked against the List of Parties Excluded From Federal Procurement and 
Nonprocurement Programs.  Any offeror who is listed will be eliminated without further consideration. 
 
B-5.1.2 [USE THIS SUBPARAGRAPH IF BID BOND IS REQUIRED.  IF THE PARAGRAPH ISN’T USED, 
DELETE AND ENTER “NOT USED” BESIDE THIS PARAGRAPH NUMBER.] Bid bonds will be reviewed 
for acceptability.  Any offeror whose bid bond is unacceptable, will be eliminated without further 
consideration unless the Contracting Officer later determines that discussions are necessary and decides 
that the offeror’s proposal should be included in the competitive range. 
 
B-5.1.3 Proposals will be checked for minor informalities or irregularities. The Contracting Officer will 
follow guidance at FAR 14.405 when resolving minor informalities or irregularities.  The Contracting 
Officer either will give the offeror an opportunity to cure any defect resulting from a minor informality or 
irregularity or waive the defect, whichever is to the advantage of the Government.   
 
B-5.2 Price Evaluation. 
 
B-5.2.1 Prices will be reviewed for minor or clerical errors.  If necessary, offerors will be afforded an 
opportunity to resolve any such errors.  Any exchange with offerors under this subparagraph shall be for 
the purpose of clarification (FAR 15.306(a)) and shall not constitute negotiations as defined at FAR 
15.306(d).  In the event of discrepancy between a unit price and the extended amount, the unit price shall 
be controlling. 
 
B-5.2.2 Prices will be reviewed for apparent mistakes.  Should this review reveal any prices that seem 
unreasonably low, the Contracting Officer will contact the offeror and ask the offeror to confirm the 
questioned price.  If the offeror confirms the price, no further action will be taken under this subparagraph.  
If, however, the offeror alleges a mistake, the offeror may withdraw the proposal (FAR 52.215-1) or elect 
to continue with the proposal as originally submitted.  The offeror will not be allowed to revise the 
proposal unless the Contracting Officer later determines that discussions are necessary and decides that 
the offeror’s proposal should be included in the competitive range.  
 
B-5.2.3 After resolution of minor or clerical errors and/or mistakes, prices will be reviewed for 
reasonableness. 
 
B-5.3 Technical Merit Evaluation. 
 
B-5.3.1 Using the Technical Merit factor and subfactors listed in paragraph B-3 above, each evaluator will 
conduct an independent evaluation of each proposal documenting the strengths, deficiencies, significant 
weaknesses, and risks associated with each proposal.  Upon completion of individual evaluations, the 
entire evaluation team will form a consensus opinion of each offeror’s ability to accomplish the project 
work and prepare a narrative supporting the team’s conclusions.  In the event the team is unable to form 
a consensus, the team will prepare majority and minority opinions for the Contracting Officer’s 
consideration.  
 
B-5.4 Past Performance Evaluation.  The Government will consider currency and relevance of the 
information, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in the offeror’s 
performance.  Information will be weighted in accordance with its relevance.  The Government may use 
information supplied by the offeror and information obtained from other sources.  The evaluation will be 
conducted by telephone.  If, during the course of the evaluation, the Government obtains adverse 
information that the offeror has not previously been made aware of, the Government will afford the offeror 
an opportunity to respond to the information.  The Government will not disclose the names of persons 
who provide performance information.  The evaluation will take into account past performance information 
regarding predecessor companies, key personnel who have relevant experience, and subcontractors that 
will perform major or critical aspects of the work.  (Note:  Although the Government may obtain past 
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performance information from other sources, it is the offeror’s responsibility to provide past performance 
information and explain how the information is relevant to this acquisition.) 
 
B-5.5 Source Selection Decision.  The Contracting Officer, independently exercising prudent business 
judgment, will make the source selection decision based on the proposal that represents the best value to 
the Government.  The Contracting Officer will not receive a recommendation from any individual or body 
as to which offeror should receive the award and additionally will not receive a rank order or order of merit 
list pertaining to the offers being evaluated.   

. 
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SECTION 00100A 
INSTRUCTIONS, CONDITIONS, AND NOTICES TO OFFERORS 

 
(TRADE-OFF AFTER DETERMINING TECHNICAL ACCEPTABILITY) 

(AWARD WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS) 
 

PROPOSAL SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
 
A-1 Notice.  The Government intends to make award without holding discussions with offerors.  
Therefore, offerors are encouraged to include their best terms and conditions (both price and technical) in 
the initial offer.  By submitting an offer in response to this solicitation, offerors are agreeing to comply with 
all terms and conditions contained in the solicitation.  (See item 17, Standard Form 1442.)  Unless the 
solicitation specifically invites the offeror to submit exceptions, the Contracting Officer may reject any offer 
that contains exceptions.  If, despite the warning given in this paragraph, the offeror elects to include 
exceptions, the exceptions must be specifically and clearly identified on a separate page.  In this 
solicitation, the words “offer” and “proposal” are used interchangeably.  (See definition of “offer” at FAR 
2.101.)  Except for any portions of the offeror’s proposal incorporated into the resulting contract by 
specific reference, the terms and conditions included in the solicitation, including any amendments, shall 
take precedence over the offeror’s proposal.  
 
A-1.1 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH WHEN APPROPRIATE]Certain positions and/or items of work are 
considered particularly critical to successful completion of the project.  The Government will consider the 
qualifications of these persons/subcontractors during its evaluation of the offeror’s proposal.  In 
accordance with the Limitations On Substitutions For Certain Positions And/Or Subcontractors paragraph 
of Section 00800 of this solicitation, if the offeror is awarded a contract the offeror will not be permitted to 
make substitutions without the approval of the Contracting Officer or Administrative Contracting Officer.  If 
the offeror does not name a subcontractor for any identified item of work, the Government will assume the 
offeror intends to perform the work with its own forces and, if the offeror receives the contract, no 
substitutions will be allowed without prior approval of the Contracting Officer or Administrative Contracting 
Officer.  Limitations apply to the following positions and/or items of work; therefore, the offeror shall name 
in its proposal the persons/subcontractors it proposes to use for these positions and/or items of work:  
[List positions/subcontractors considered to be significant enough to warrant evaluation of their 
qualifications during the proposal evaluation process.  Examples include: project manager, QC manager, 
mechanical subcontractors, electrical subcontractors, all subcontracts valued at $500,000 or more.  The 
list placed in this paragraph must match the list placed in the LIMITATIONS ON SUBSTITUTIONS FOR 
CERTAIN POSITIONS AND/OR SUBCONTRACTORS paragraph which must be placed in Section 
00800.] 
 
A-2 The Proposal.  Each offeror shall submit a written proposal consisting of the following documents: 
 

A-2.1 Completed SF 1442 with price schedule (2 copies). 
 
A-2.2 Offer guarantee (or bid bond) if required by item 13B, Standard Form 1442. 
 
A-2.3 Completed representations & certifications (Section 00600 of this solicitation). 
 
A-2.4 Past performance information for all relevant contracts and subcontracts started or completed 
within the past 3 years (measured from the date of this solicitation).  Submit a separate Past Performance 
Information Collection Sheet for each project.  (A copy of the sheet is attached to the solicitation.)  Include 
past performance information regarding predecessor companies, key personnel who have relevant 
experience, and subcontractors that will perform major or critical aspects of the work.  (For proposed 
subcontractors, clearly identify the work each will perform.)  For each project submitted, explain why it is 
relevant to this project, and provide information on problems encountered and the actions taken to correct 
such problems.  (Relevancy is defined in the DOD guide to collection and use of past performance as 
“information that has a logical connection with the matter under consideration and applicable time span.”) 
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A-2.4.1 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH IF THE SOLICITATION IS FOR DREDGING. IF NOT DREDGING, 
DELETE.]In addition to past performance information required by paragraph A-2.4 above, the offeror shall 
provide a listing of all current contracts and a listing of all U.S. Army Corps of Engineers contracts 
completed within the past two years. For each of these contracts the offeror shall provide: the plant 
involved; responsible individual’s name (project manager); QC and safety professional’s names; and 
accident rates, descriptions, and causes.  The offeror shall describe corrective actions taken in response 
to previous accidents and shall address the specific actions planned for this project to preclude similar 
accidents. 
 
A-2.5 A technical proposal consisting of:  
 
SUBFACTOR SUBMISSION REQUIREMENT (See paragraph B-3 in Section 00100B for 

standards the proposal must meet.) 
[LIST 
SUBFACTORS IN 
ORDER OF 
IMPORTANCE. 
MAKE SURE THE 
LIST AGREES 
WITH LIST 
SHOWN IN THE 
SOURCE 
SELECTION 
PROCESS 
SEGMENT OF 
THIS SECTION.] 

[ENTER INFORMATION THE OFFEROR IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT FOR EACH 
SUBFACTOR. ADD A SEPARATE ROW TO THE TABLE FOR EACH 
SUBFACTOR.] 

Subcontracting 
Plan 

If the offeror is not a small business firm, a subcontracting plan.  (See the Army's 
Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide (AFARS Appendix DD) at 
http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/afar/apcc.htm for guidance for preparing an 
acceptable plan.) 

  
  

 
A-2.6 Packaging the Proposal.  The proposal shall be divided as indicated in the following table and each 
division shall be submitted in a separate sealed package. Each package shall be marked with the 
offeror’s name, the solicitation number, and the package number. 
 
Package No. of Copies Items 
1 2 Price proposal, bond, representations & certifications (Paragraphs A-2.1, A-

2.2, and A-2.3).  If required, subcontracting plan.  Each copy shall be 
separately bound.   

2 2 Past performance information (Paragraph A-2.4).  Each copy shall be 
separately bound.   

3 [ENTER] Technical proposal (without subcontracting plan)(Paragraph A-2.5).  Each 
copy shall be placed in a separate 3-ring binder.  DO NOT INCLUDE 
PRICING INFORMATION IN THE TECHNICAL PROPOSAL. 

 
A-2.7 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH IF CONTRACTOR EMPLOYEES WILL SERVE ON SOURCE 
SELECTION TEAM]Agreement to Protect Proprietary Information.   
 
A-2.7.1 Offerors are advised that employees of the firms identified below may serve as technical advisors 
or source selection evaluation team members during the source selection process.  They will not 
participate as voting members of the evaluation team (FAR 7.503(c)(12)).  These individuals will be 
authorized access to only those portions of the proposal data and discussions that are necessary to 
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enable them to perform their respective duties.  These firms are expressly prohibited from competing for 
the contract.  
 

FIRMS UNDER CONTRACT TO PROVIDE SUPPORT TO EVALUATORS 
FIRM’S NAME FIRM’S ADDRESS FIRM’S TELEPHONE 

[INSERT] [INSERT] [INSERT] 
 
A-2.7.2 In accomplishing their duties related to the source selection process, employees of the firms 
named above may require access to proprietary information contained in proposals.  Therefore, pursuant 
to FAR 9.505-4, the firms must execute an agreement with each offeror wherein they agree to (1) protect 
the offeror’s information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and (2) 
refrain from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.  To expedite 
the evaluation process, each offeror must contact the named firms, execute the required agreement with 
each firm, and submit a copy of each agreement with the offeror’s proposal. 
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SECTION 00100B 
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD 

 
(TRADE-OFF AFTER DETERMINING TECHNICAL ACCEPTABILITY) 

(AWARD WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS) 
 
 
B-1 Applicable Regulatory Guidance.  This source selection will be conducted in accordance with 
procedures prescribed in FAR Part 15.   
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  After eliminating any proposal that does not meet standards of acceptability 
for the Technical Merit factor, the Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is slightly 
less important than price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  After eliminating any proposal that does not meet standards of acceptability 
for the Technical Merit factor, the Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is 
significantly less important than price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  After eliminating any proposal that does not meet standards of acceptability 
for the Technical Merit factor, the Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is 
approximately equal to price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  After eliminating any proposal that does not meet standards of acceptability 
for the Technical Merit factor, the Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is slightly 
more important than price. 
 

OR 
 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  After eliminating any proposal that does not meet standards of acceptability 
for the Technical Merit factor, the Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is 
significantly more important than price. 
 
B-3 Evaluation Factors.  The following factors and significant subfactors will be used to determine best 
value.  Proposals will be evaluated for acceptability but will not be ranked by non-price factors. 
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[NOTE:  IN THE TABLE BELOW, LIST EACH FACTOR/SUBFACTOR AND, FOR THE TECHNICAL 
MERIT FACTOR, LIST THE STANDARD FOR ACCEPTABILITY FOR EACH.  THESE STANDARDS 
MUST BE AS OBJECTIVE AS POSSIBLE.  EVALUATORS MUST BE ABLE TO DOCUMENT 
ACCEPTABILITY/NON-ACCEPTABILITY.  REMEMBER, IF WE SAY THE PROPOSAL MUST MEET A 
CERTAIN STANDARD, WE MUST REJECT ANY PROPOSAL THAT DOES NOT MEET THE 
STANDARD.  WE CANNOT AWARD A CONTRACT BASED ON A PROPOSAL THAT FAILS TO MEET 
A REQUIRED STANDARD.  THE FOLLOWING FACTORS MUST BE INCLUDED: 
1. PRICE;  
2. PRICE RELATED FACTORS, IF ANY, 
3. QUALITY (MUST BE INCORPORATED INTO ONE OR MORE OF THE NON-PRICE FACTORS), 
4. PAST PERFORMANCE, AND 
5. IF A SUBCONTRACTING PLAN IS REQUIRED, EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION OF SB, SDB, 
HBCU/MI, WOSB, HUBZONE FIRMS.] 
 

EVALUATION FACTORS 
(TRADE-OFF AFTER DETERMINING TECHNICAL ACCEPTABILITY) 

FACTOR SUBFACTOR STANDARD OR RELATIVE IMPORTANCE 
N/A Standard - In order to receive an acceptable 

rating for the Technical Merit factor, all 
subfactors of the Technical Merit factor must 
be rated acceptable. 

[Subfactor 1] Standard - [State the standard that must be 
met.] 

[Subfactor 2] Standard - [State the standard that must be 
met.] 

Technical Merit 
 

Subcontracting Standard - [State the standard that must be 
met.] (See AFARS Appendix DD, 
Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide, which 
may be viewed at 
http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/default.htm.) 

Price N/A See paragraph B-2 above for relative 
importance.   

N/A See paragraph B-2 above for relative 
importance.   

Past Performance 

Generally, the Government will evaluate timely completion of work; 
quality of work; customer satisfaction; cost controls for additional work; 
compliance with subcontracting requirements; and safety.  However, 
the Government reserves the right to evaluate other areas and 
reserves the right to determine, on a case-by-case basis, how much 
emphasis to place on any given area.   

 
B-4 Rating Definitions.  Following table shows ratings for each type of evaluation and gives definitions for 
the ratings. 
 
TECHNICAL MERIT ratings reflect the Government’s assessment of whether the proposal meets 
the technical standards included in the RFP. 
RATING DEFINITION 
Acceptable Proposal demonstrates acceptable understanding of requirements and 

approach that meets performance or capability standards.  Acceptable 
solution.  No instances of failure to meet a required standard. 

Unacceptable Fails to meet performance or capability standards.  Requirements can only 
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be met with major changes to the proposal. 
PRICE/COST is not rated.  It is evaluated for reasonableness.   
PERFORMANCE RISK (Past Performance) ratings assess the risks associated with each 
offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the requirements stated in the RFP based on that 
offeror’s demonstrated performance on recent, relevant contracts.  
RATING DEFINITION 
Outstanding 
 

Very low risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides essentially no 
doubt that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Above Average Low risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides little doubt that the 
offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Satisfactory Moderate risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides some doubt that 
the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Marginal High Risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides substantial doubt 
that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Unsatisfactory Very high risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides extreme doubt 
that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Unknown Risk The offeror has no relevant performance record.  A thorough search was 
unable to identify any past performance information. 

 
B-5 Proposal Evaluation.  In accordance with the Instructions to Offerors--Competitive Acquisition 
provision of this solicitation (FAR 52.215-1), the Government intends to evaluate proposals and award a 
contract without discussions with offerors (except clarifications as described in FAR 15.306(a)). 
Therefore, the offeror's initial proposal should contain the offeror's best terms from a price and technical 
standpoint. The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer later 
determines them to be necessary.  Further, if the Contracting Officer determines that discussions are 
necessary and if the Contracting Officer determines that the number of proposals that would otherwise be 
in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted, the 
Contracting Officer may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number 
that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals.  The following table 
synopsizes the evaluation methodology: 
 
ELEMENT METHOD 
General Review Review of entire proposal to ascertain completeness and offeror’s 

eligibility for award. 
Price Price will not be given a score.  It will be reviewed for possible mistakes 

and eligibility for award, and evaluated for reasonableness.   
Technical Merit Will be evaluated for acceptability.  Possible ratings are: Acceptable 

and Not Acceptable.  In order to receive an acceptable rating for this 
factor, a proposal must be rated acceptable in every subfactor.  No 
award will be made to any offeror whose proposal receives a not 
acceptable rating for this factor.  (Note: Subcontracting [which is a 
subfactor of Technical Merit] will be evaluated in accordance with 
AFARS Appendix DD, Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide, which 
may be viewed at http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/default.htm.) 

Past Performance Will be evaluated for risks associated with the proposal.  Possible 
ratings are: Outstanding, Above Average, Satisfactory, Marginal, 
Unsatisfactory, and Unknown Risk.  An “unknown risk” rating will have 
neither a favorable nor an unfavorable impact on the overall evaluation 
of the proposal. 

Source Selection 
Decision 

Evaluators will provide results of evaluations to the Contracting Officer 
who will select the lowest-priced, technically acceptable proposal. 

 
B-5.1 General Review. 
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B-5.1.1 Offerors will be checked against the List of Parties Excluded From Federal Procurement and 
Nonprocurement Programs.  Any offeror who is listed will be eliminated without further consideration. 
 
B-5.1.2 [USE THIS SUBPARAGRAPH IF BID BOND IS REQUIRED.  IF THE PARAGRAPH ISN’T USED, 
DELETE AND ENTER “NOT USED” BESIDE THIS PARAGRAPH NUMBER.]Bid bonds will be reviewed 
for acceptability.  Any offeror whose bid bond is unacceptable, will be eliminated without further 
consideration unless the Contracting Officer later determines that discussions are necessary and decides 
that the offeror’s proposal should be included in the competitive range. 
 
B-5.1.3 Proposals will be checked for minor informalities or irregularities. The Contracting Officer will 
follow guidance at FAR 14.405 when resolving minor informalities or irregularities.  The Contracting 
Officer either will give the offeror an opportunity to cure any defect resulting from a minor informality or 
irregularity or waive the defect, whichever is to the advantage of the Government.   
 
B-5.2 Price Evaluation. 
 
B-5.2.1 Prices will be reviewed for minor or clerical errors.  If necessary, offerors will be afforded an 
opportunity to resolve any such errors.  Any exchange with offerors under this subparagraph shall be for 
the purpose of clarification (FAR 15.306(a)) and shall not constitute negotiations as defined at FAR 
15.306(d).  In the event of discrepancy between a unit price and the extended amount, the unit price shall 
be controlling. 
 
B-5.2.2 Prices will be reviewed for apparent mistakes.  Should this review reveal any prices that seem 
unreasonably low, the Contracting Officer will contact the offeror and ask the offeror to confirm the 
questioned price.  If the offeror confirms the price, no further action will be taken under this subparagraph.  
If, however, the offeror alleges a mistake, the offeror may withdraw the proposal (FAR 52.215-1) or elect 
to continue with the proposal as originally submitted.  The offeror will not be allowed to revise the 
proposal unless the Contracting Officer later determines that discussions are necessary and decides that 
the offeror’s proposal should be included in the competitive range.  
 
B-5.2.3 After resolution of minor or clerical errors and/or mistakes, prices will be reviewed for 
reasonableness. 
  
B-5.3 Technical Merit Evaluation. 
 
B-5.3.1 Using the Technical Merit factor and subfactors listed in paragraph B-3 above, each evaluator will 
conduct an independent evaluation of each proposal documenting the strengths, deficiencies, significant 
weaknesses, and risks associated with each proposal.  Upon completion of individual evaluations, the 
entire evaluation team will form a consensus opinion of each proposal’s technical acceptability and 
prepare a narrative supporting the team’s conclusions.  In the event the team is unable to form a 
consensus, the team will prepare majority and minority opinions for the Contracting Officer’s 
consideration.  Technical acceptability shall be based on the standards cited in paragraph B-3 above. 
 
B-5.4 Past Performance Evaluation.  The Government will consider currency and relevance of the 
information, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in the offeror’s 
performance.  Information will be weighted in accordance with its relevance.  The Government may use 
information supplied by the offeror and information obtained from other sources.  The evaluation will be 
conducted by telephone.  If, during the course of the evaluation, the Government obtains adverse 
information that the offeror has not previously been made aware of, the Government will afford the offeror 
an opportunity to respond to the information.  The Government will not disclose the names of persons 
who provide performance information.  The evaluation will take into account past performance information 
regarding predecessor companies, key personnel who have relevant experience, and subcontractors that 
will perform major or critical aspects of the work.  (Note:  Although the Government may obtain past 
performance information from other sources, it is the offeror’s responsibility to provide past performance 
information and explain how the information is relevant to this acquisition.)   
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B-5.5 Source Selection Decision.  The Contracting Officer, independently exercising prudent business 
judgment, will make the source selection decision based on the proposal that represents the best value to 
the Government.  The Contracting Officer will not receive a recommendation from any individual or body 
as to which offeror should receive the award and additionally will not receive a rank order or order of merit 
list pertaining to the offers being evaluated.   
 



 

42  

SECTION 00100A 
INSTRUCTIONS, CONDITIONS, AND NOTICES TO OFFERORS 

 
(TRADE-OFF) 

(AWARD AFTER DISCUSSIONS) 
 
 

PROPOSAL SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
 
A-1 Notice.  The Government intends to make award after discussions.  However, in order to enhance the 
likelihood of being included in the competitive range, offerors are encouraged to include their best terms 
and conditions (both price and technical) in the initial offer.  By submitting an offer in response to this 
solicitation, offerors are agreeing to comply with all terms and conditions contained in the solicitation.  
(See item 17, Standard Form 1442.)  Any exception to the terms and conditions must be specifically 
identified in a manner that will call the Contracting Officer’s attention to the exception.  Unless the 
solicitation specifically invites the offeror to submit exceptions, the Contracting Officer may exclude from 
the competitive range any offer that contains exceptions.  If, despite the warning given in this paragraph, 
the offeror elects to include exceptions, the exceptions must be specifically and clearly identified on a 
separate page.  In this solicitation, the words “offer” and “proposal” are used interchangeably.  (See 
definition of “offer” at FAR 2.101.)  Except for any portions of the offeror’s proposal incorporated into the 
resulting contract by specific reference, the terms and conditions included in the solicitation, including any 
amendments, shall take precedence over the offeror’s proposal. 
 
A-1.1 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH WHEN APPROPRIATE]Certain positions and/or items of work are 
considered particularly critical to successful completion of the project.  The Government will consider the 
qualifications of these persons/subcontractors during its evaluation of the offeror’s proposal.  In 
accordance with the Limitations On Substitutions For Certain Positions And/Or Subcontractors paragraph 
of Section 00800 of this solicitation, if the offeror is awarded a contract the offeror will not be permitted to 
make substitutions without the approval of the Contracting Officer or Administrative Contracting Officer.  If 
the offeror does not name a subcontractor for any identified item of work, the Government will assume the 
offeror intends to perform the work with its own forces and, if the offeror receives the contract, no 
substitutions will be allowed without prior approval of the Contracting Officer or Administrative Contracting 
Officer.  Limitations apply to the following positions and/or items of work; therefore, the offeror shall name 
in its proposal the persons/subcontractors it proposes to use for these positions and/or items of work:  
[List positions/subcontractors considered to be significant enough to warrant evaluation of their 
qualifications during the proposal evaluation process.  Examples include: project manager, QC manager, 
mechanical subcontractors, electrical subcontractors, all subcontracts valued at $500,000 or more.  The 
list placed in this paragraph must match the list placed in the LIMITATIONS ON SUBSTITUTIONS FOR 
CERTAIN POSITIONS AND/OR SUBCONTRACTORS paragraph which must be placed in Section 
00800.]  
 
A-2 The Proposal.  Each offeror shall submit a written proposal consisting of the following documents: 
 

A-2.1 Completed SF 1442 with price schedule (2 copies). 
 
A-2.2 Offer guarantee (or bid bond) if required by item 13B, Standard Form 1442. 
 
A-2.3 Completed representations & certifications (Section 00600 of this solicitation). 
 
A-2.4 Past performance information for all relevant contracts and subcontracts started or completed 
within the past 3 years (measured from the date of this solicitation).  Submit a separate Past Performance 
Information Collection Sheet for each project.  (A copy of the sheet is attached to the solicitation.)  Include 
past performance information regarding predecessor companies, key personnel who have relevant 
experience, and subcontractors that will perform major or critical aspects of the work.  (For proposed 
subcontractors, clearly identify the work each will perform.)  For each project submitted, explain why it is 
relevant to this project, and provide information on problems encountered and the actions taken to correct 
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such problems.  (Relevancy is defined in the DOD guide to collection and use of past performance as 
“information that has a logical connection with the matter under consideration and applicable time span.”) 
 
A-2.4.1 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH IF THE SOLICITATION IS FOR DREDGING. IF NOT DREDGING, 
DELETE.]In addition to past performance information required by paragraph A-2.4 above, the offeror shall 
provide a listing of all current contracts and a listing of all U.S. Army Corps of Engineers contracts 
completed within the past two years. For each of these contracts the offeror shall provide: the plant 
involved; responsible individual’s name (project manager); QC and safety professional’s names; and 
accident rates, descriptions, and causes.  The offeror shall describe corrective actions taken in response 
to previous accidents and shall address the specific actions planned for this project to preclude similar 
accidents. 
 
A-2.5 A technical proposal consisting of:  
 
SUBFACTOR SUBMISSION REQUIREMENT (Note: To ensure the proposal adequately 

addresses areas the Government considers important, the offeror should review 
paragraph B-3 in Section 00100B prior to preparing the proposal.) 

[LIST 
SUBFACTORS IN 
ORDER OF 
IMPORTANCE. 
MAKE SURE THE 
LIST AGREES 
WITH LIST 
SHOWN IN THE 
TABLE IN PARA. 
B-3 OF THIS 
SECTION.] 

[ENTER INFORMATION THE OFFEROR IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT FOR EACH 
SUBFACTOR. ADD A SEPARATE ROW TO THE TABLE FOR EACH 
SUBFACTOR.] 

Subcontracting 
Plan 

If the offeror is not a small business firm, a subcontracting plan.  (See the Army's 
Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide (AFARS Appendix DD) at 
http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/afar/apcc.htm for guidance for preparing an 
acceptable plan.) 

  
  
 
A-2.6 Packaging the Proposal.  The proposal shall be divided as indicated in the following table and each 
division shall be submitted in a separate sealed package. Each package shall be marked with the 
offeror’s name, the solicitation number, and the package number. 
 
Package No. of Copies Items 
1 2 Price proposal, bond, representations & certifications (Paragraphs A-2.1, A-

2.2, and A-2.3).  If required, subcontracting plan.  Each copy shall be 
separately bound.   

2 2 Past performance information (Paragraph A-2.4).  Each copy shall be 
separately bound.   

3 [ENTER] Technical proposal (without subcontracting plan)(Paragraph A-2.5).  Each 
copy shall be placed in a separate 3-ring binder.  DO NOT INCLUDE 
PRICING INFORMATION IN THE TECHNICAL PROPOSAL. 

 
A-2.7 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH IF CONTRACTOR EMPLOYEES WILL SERVE ON SOURCE 
SELECTION TEAM]Agreement to Protect Proprietary Information.   
 
A-2.7.1 Offerors are advised that employees of the firms identified below may serve as technical advisors 
or source selection evaluation team members during the source selection process.  They will not 
participate as voting members of the evaluation team (FAR 7.503(c)(12)).  These individuals will be 
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authorized access to only those portions of the proposal data and discussions that are necessary to 
enable them to perform their respective duties.  These firms are expressly prohibited from competing for 
the contract.  
 

FIRMS UNDER CONTRACT TO PROVIDE SUPPORT TO EVALUATORS 
FIRM’S NAME FIRM’S ADDRESS FIRM’S TELEPHONE 

[INSERT] [INSERT] [INSERT] 
 
A-2.7.2 In accomplishing their duties related to the source selection process, employees of the firms 
named above may require access to proprietary information contained in proposals.  Therefore, pursuant 
to FAR 9.505-4, the firms must execute an agreement with each offeror wherein they agree to (1) protect 
the offeror’s information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and (2) 
refrain from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.  To expedite 
the evaluation process, each offeror must contact the named firms, execute the required agreement with 
each firm, and submit a copy of each agreement with the offeror’s proposal.  

A-3 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH IF AN ORAL PRESENTATION WILL BE REQUIRED.]Oral Presentation.  
All offerors within the competitive range will be required to make an oral presentation (FAR 15.102). (The 
competitive range determination will be based on the Government’s evaluation of the written proposals.)  
The purpose of the oral presentation is to give the offeror an opportunity to enhance the Government's 
understanding of the offeror's capabilities.  Oral presentations will commence approximately 10 working 
days after the date offerors are notified of the competitive range determination.  Each oral presentation 
shall be supported by a slide presentation.  Each slide shall be numbered.  The offeror may include one 
page (8.5" x 11") of clarifying notes for each slide.  If the offeror elects to include notes, each note page 
must be cross-referenced to the appropriate slide.  Ten paper copies (8.5" x 11") of the slides and note 
pages and resumes of presenters shall be submitted to the Contracting Officer no later than 4 working 
days after receipt of the competitive range notification.  (If note pages are included, they must be collated 
with the slides.)  The oral presentation shall follow this outline: 
 
• Presenters -  Identify all presenters by name, position assignment for this project, and employer. 
 
• [IDENTIFY AND DESCRIBE AREAS TO BE COVERED.  DO NOT USE PAST PERFORMANCE.] 

 
Rules for the oral presentation: 

• Status of the presentation - The presentation will be used by the Government in its proposal 
evaluation process.  The presentation will be considered a component of the offeror's proposal.  The 
Government will videotape the presentation (including the Q&A session) and the videotape will 
become a part of the official file.  (If requested, the Government will provide a copy of the videotape to 
the offeror.) 

 
• Presentation aids - The offeror will be limited to the slides (and notes) submitted in advance.  The 

Government will not accept additional materials, nor will the offeror be allowed to use additional 
materials, during or after the presentation. 

 
• Limitations on Government-offeror interaction during and after the presentation - The Government's 

representatives will not interrupt the presentation (except to ask for a repeat of a passage that may 
not have been heard the first time).  During the Q&A session, the Government's representatives will 
ask questions to obtain clarification of any information presented by the offeror.  These exchanges 
may include negotiations as defined at FAR 15.306(d).  Price will not be discussed at any time during 
the oral presentation process.  The Government will not provide feedback regarding the quality of the 
offeror's presentation.  (In accordance with FAR subpart 15.5, offerors may request a debriefing at the 
appropriate time.) 
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• Order of presentation - The Government will attempt to work out mutually agreeable presentation 
times with all offerors; however, the Contracting Officer reserves the right to unilaterally determine the 
order of presentation and the time of presentation.  The offeror will not be allowed to change the date 
or time of the presentation.  If deemed necessary by the Contracting Officer, the Government may 
change the date or time of the presentation. 

 
 
• [ADJUST TIMES TO FIT SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS]Time - The offeror will be allowed 2 hours for 

the presentation.  The presentation will proceed as follows: 
• One hour uninterrupted presentation by offeror. (First half of presentation.) 
• 15-minute Government discussion period to review presentation and develop questions. 
• 30-minute Q&A period. 
• 15-minute break. 
• One hour uninterrupted presentation by offeror. (Second half of presentation.) 
• 15-minute Government discussion period to review presentation and develop questions. 
• 30-minute Q&A period. 
• 30-minute wrap-up period. 

 
• Presenters - The offeror may use no more than four presenters.  [IF SOME PART(S) OF THE 

PRESENTATION MUST BE PRESENTED BY A SPECIFIC PERSON, E.G., PROJECT MANAGER, 
INCLUDE THESE SENTENCES: The Government desires assurance that the offeror’s (e.g., project 
manager) fully understands the work required by this project; therefore, the _____ and ______ 
portions of the oral presentation must be presented by the offeror’s (e.g., project manager).  Failure to 
comply with this requirement will be cause for downgrading the offeror’s proposal.]   

 
• Government participants - The Government will be represented by approximately 10 persons 

(including the contracting officer, design engineers, construction engineers, and other knowledgeable 
persons). 

 
• Location - The Government will receive oral presentations in Jacksonville, Florida.  The specific 

location will be provided at a later date.   
 
• Equipment - The Government will provide a 30-mm slide projector and an LCD projector for computer 

generated graphics. 
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SECTION 00100B 
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD 

 
(TRADE-OFF) 

(AWARD AFTER DISCUSSIONS) 
 
 
B-1 Applicable Regulatory Guidance.  This source selection will be conducted in accordance with 
procedures prescribed in FAR Part 15.   
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process to determine which offer 
represents the best value to the Government.  This process allows the Contracting Officer to consider 
making award to other than the lowest priced offer or other than the highest technically rated offer.  All 
evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are slightly more important than price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process to determine which offer 
represents the best value to the Government.  This process allows the Contracting Officer to consider 
making award to other than the lowest priced offer or other than the highest technically rated offer.  All 
evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are significantly more important than price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process to determine which offer 
represents the best value to the Government.  This process allows the Contracting Officer to consider 
making award to other than the lowest priced offer or other than the highest technically rated offer.  All 
evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are approximately equal to price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process to determine which offer 
represents the best value to the Government.  This process allows the Contracting Officer to consider 
making award to other than the lowest priced offer or other than the highest technically rated offer.  All 
evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are slightly less important than price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process to determine which offer 
represents the best value to the Government.  This process allows the Contracting Officer to consider 
making award to other than the lowest priced offer or other than the highest technically rated offer.  All 
evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are significantly less important than price. 
 
 
B-3 Evaluation Factors.  The following factors and significant subfactors will be used to determine best 
value.  The relative importance of non-price factors/subfactors is as indicated. 
 
[NOTE:  IN THE TABLE BELOW, LIST FACTORS AND SUBFACTORS AND RELATIVE IMPORTANCE 
OF NON-PRICE FACTORS.  THE FOLLOWING FACTORS MUST BE INCLUDED: 
1. PRICE;  
2. QUALITY (MUST BE INCORPORATED INTO ONE OR MORE OF THE NON-PRICE FACTORS), 
3. PAST PERFORMANCE, AND 
4. IF A SUBCONTRACTING PLAN IS REQUIRED, EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION OF SB, SDB, 
HBCU/MI, WOSB, HUBZONE FIRMS.] 

EVALUATION FACTORS (TRADE-OFF) 
FACTOR SUBFACTOR RELATIVE IMPORTANCE/OTHER 
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INFORMATION 
Price N/A See paragraph B-2 above.   

N/A [State relevance of the entire factor in terms of 
relevance to the Technical Merit factor.] 

Past Performance 
 

Generally, the Government will evaluate timely completion of work; 
quality of work; customer satisfaction; cost controls for additional work; 
compliance with subcontracting requirements; and safety.  However, 
the Government reserves the right to evaluate other areas and 
reserves the right to determine, on a case-by-case basis, how much 
emphasis to place on any given area.    

N/A [State relevance of the entire factor in terms of 
relevance to the Past Performance factor.] 

[Subfactor 1] Relevance:  [State relevance of this subfactor 
in terms of relevance to other subfactors within 
the Technical Merit factor. Per AFARS 
5115.304(b)(2)(iv), relevance cannot be stated 
in terms of points or percentage.] 

[Subfactor 2] Relevance:  [State relevance of this subfactor 
in terms of relevance to other subfactors within 
the Technical Merit factor. Per AFARS 
5115.304(b)(2)(iv), relevance cannot be stated 
in terms of points or percentage.] 

Technical Merit 
 

Subcontracting Relevance:  [State relevance of this subfactor 
in terms of relevance to other subfactors within 
the Technical Merit factor. Per AFARS 
5115.304(b)(2)(iv), relevance cannot be stated 
in terms of points or percentage.] 

 
B-4  Rating Definitions.  Following table shows ratings for each type of evaluation and gives definitions for 
the ratings. 
 
PRICE/COST is not rated.  It is evaluated for reasonableness.   
PERFORMANCE RISK (Past Performance) ratings assess the risks associated with each 
offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the requirements stated in the RFP based on that 
offeror’s demonstrated performance on recent, relevant contracts.  
RATING DEFINITION 
Outstanding 
 

Very low risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides essentially no 
doubt that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Above Average Low risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides little doubt that the 
offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Satisfactory Moderate risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides some doubt that 
the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Marginal High Risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides substantial doubt 
that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Unsatisfactory Very high risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides extreme doubt 
that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Unknown Risk The offeror has no relevant performance record.  A thorough search was 
unable to identify any past performance information. 

TECHNICAL MERIT ratings reflect (1) the Government’s confidence in each offeror’s ability, as 
demonstrated in its proposal, to perform the requirements stated in the RFP, and (2) the 
Government’s assessment of performance risk associated with the proposal. 
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ADJECTIVE DEFINITION 

Outstanding Excellent in all respects; offers one or more significant advantages not 
offset by disadvantages; very good probability of success with overall low 
degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Above Average High quality in most respects; offers one or more advantages not offset by 
disadvantages; good probability of success with overall low to moderate 
degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Satisfactory Adequate quality; any advantages are offset by disadvantages; fair 
probability of success with overall moderate to high degree of risk in 
meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Marginal Overall quality cannot be determined because of errors, omissions or 
deficiencies that are capable of being corrected without a major rewrite or 
revision of the proposal. 

Unsatisfactory A proposal that contains major errors, omissions or deficiencies, or an 
unacceptably high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s 
requirements; and these conditions cannot be corrected without a major 
rewrite or revision of the proposal. 

 
 
B-5 Proposal Evaluation.  In accordance with the Instructions to Offerors--Competitive Acquisition 
provision of this solicitation (FAR 52.215-1), the Government intends to evaluate proposals and award a 
contract after conducting discussions with offerors whose proposals are determined to be within the 
competitive range.  If the Contracting Officer determines that the number of proposals that would 
otherwise be in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be 
conducted, the Contracting Officer may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the 
greatest number that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals.  The 
following table synopsizes the evaluation methodology: 
 
ELEMENT METHOD 
General Review Review of entire proposal to ascertain completeness and offeror’s 

eligibility for award. 
Price Price will not be given a score.  It will be reviewed for possible mistakes 

and eligibility for award, and evaluated for reasonableness. 
Past Performance Will be evaluated for risks associated with the proposal.  Possible 

ratings are: Outstanding, Above Average, Satisfactory, Marginal, 
Unsatisfactory, and Unknown Risk.  An “unknown risk” rating will have 
neither a favorable nor an unfavorable impact on the overall evaluation 
of the proposal. 

Technical Merit Will be evaluated for merit and proposal risk.  Possible ratings are: 
Outstanding, Above Average, Satisfactory, Marginal, and 
Unsatisfactory.  Proposals will be ranked.  (Note: Subcontracting [which 
is a subfactor of Technical Merit] will be evaluated in accordance with 
AFARS Appendix DD, Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide, which 
may be viewed at http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/default.htm.) 

Competitive Range 
Determination 

Based on the ratings of each proposal against all evaluation criteria, the 
Contracting Officer will establish a competitive range comprised of all of 
the most highly rated proposals, unless the range is further reduced for 
purposes of efficiency.  

Final Revision Final revisions will be subjected to the same types of evaluations as the 
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original proposals. 
Source Selection 
Decision 

Evaluators will provide results of evaluations to the Contracting Officer 
who will, through a trade-off process involving all evaluation factors, 
determine which proposal represents the best overall value to the 
Government. 

   
B-5.1 General Review. 
 
B-5.1.1 Offerors will be checked against the List of Parties Excluded From Federal Procurement and 
Nonprocurement Programs.  Any offeror who is listed will be eliminated without further consideration. 
 
B-5.1.2 [USE THIS SUBPARAGRAPH IF BID BOND IS REQUIRED.  IF THE PARAGRAPH ISN’T USED, 
DELETE AND ENTER “NOT USED” BESIDE THIS PARAGRAPH NUMBER.] Bid bonds will be reviewed 
for acceptability.  
 
B-5.1.3 Proposals will be checked for minor informalities or irregularities. The Contracting Officer will 
follow guidance at FAR 14.405 when resolving minor informalities or irregularities.  The Contracting 
Officer either will give the offeror an opportunity to cure any defect resulting from a minor informality or 
irregularity or waive the defect, whichever is to the advantage of the Government.   
 
B-5.2 Price Evaluation. 
 
B-5.2.1 Prices will be reviewed for minor or clerical errors.  If necessary, offerors will be afforded an 
opportunity to resolve any such errors.  Any exchange with offerors under this subparagraph shall be for 
the purpose of clarification (FAR 15.306(a)) and shall not constitute negotiations as defined at FAR 
15.306(d).  In the event of discrepancy between a unit price and the extended amount, the unit price shall 
be controlling. 
 
B-5.2.2 Prices will be reviewed for apparent mistakes.  Should this review reveal any prices that seem 
unreasonably low, the Contracting Officer will contact the offeror and ask the offeror to confirm the 
questioned price.  If the offeror confirms the price, no further action will be taken under this subparagraph.  
If, however, the offeror alleges a mistake, the offeror may withdraw the proposal (FAR 52.215-1) or elect 
to continue with the proposal as originally submitted.  The offeror will not be allowed to revise the 
proposal unless the Contracting Officer later determines that the offeror’s proposal should be included in 
the competitive range.  
 
B-5.2.3 After resolving any minor or clerical errors and/or mistakes, prices will be reviewed for 
reasonableness. 
 
B-5.3 Technical Merit Evaluation. 
 
B-5.3.1 Using the Technical Merit factor and subfactors listed in paragraph B-3 above, each evaluator will 
conduct an independent evaluation of each proposal documenting the strengths, deficiencies, significant 
weaknesses, and risks associated with each proposal.  Upon completion of individual evaluations, the 
entire evaluation team will form a consensus opinion of each offeror’s ability to accomplish the project 
work and prepare a narrative supporting the team’s conclusions.  The narrative shall document the 
strengths, deficiencies, significant weaknesses, and risks associated with each proposal.  In the event the 
team is unable to form a consensus, the team will prepare majority and minority opinions for the 
Contracting Officer’s consideration.  
 
B-5.4 Past Performance Evaluation.  The Government will consider currency and relevance of the 
information, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in the offeror’s 
performance.  Information will be weighted in accordance with its relevance.  The Government may use 
information supplied by the offeror and information obtained from other sources.  The evaluation will be 
conducted by telephone.  If, during the course of the evaluation, the Government obtains adverse 
information that the offeror has not previously been made aware of, the Government will afford the offeror 
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an opportunity to respond to the information.  The Government will not disclose the names of persons 
who provide performance information.  The evaluation will take into account past performance information 
regarding predecessor companies, key personnel who have relevant experience, and subcontractors that 
will perform major or critical aspects of the work.  (Note:  Although the Government may obtain past 
performance information from other sources, it is the offeror’s responsibility to provide past performance 
information and explain how the information is relevant to this acquisition.)   
 
B-5.5 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH IF NO ORAL PRESENTATION WILL BE REQUIRED.]Competitive 
Range Determination.  Upon completion of evaluations, the Contracting Officer will determine which 
proposals to include in the competitive range.  Discussions will be held with offerors who are in the 
competitive range.  (Discussion methods may include written inquiries and responses, and telephonic 
inquiries and responses.)   
 

OR 
 
B-5.5 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH IF AN ORAL PRESENTATION WILL BE REQUIRED.]Competitive 
Range Determination.  Upon completion of evaluations, the Contracting Officer will determine which 
proposals to include in the competitive range.  Offerors within the competitive range will be allowed to 
make an oral presentation (as contemplated by FAR 15.102).  In addition to the oral presentation, other 
discussions  consisting of written inquiries/responses and/or telephonic inquiries/responses may be held. 
 
B-5.6 Final Revisions.  Upon completion of discussions, offerors who remain in the competitive range will 
be given an opportunity to submit a final proposal revision.  If changes are made to technical proposals, 
the proposals will be re-evaluated and changes in strengths, deficiencies, significant weaknesses, and 
risks will be documented in a written narrative.  
 
B-5.7 Source Selection Decision.  The Contracting Officer, independently exercising prudent business 
judgment, will make the source selection decision based on the proposal that represents the best value to 
the Government.  The Contracting Officer will not receive a recommendation from any individual or body 
as to which offeror should receive the award and additionally will not receive a rank order or order of merit 
list pertaining to the offers being evaluated.   
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SECTION 00100A 
INSTRUCTIONS, CONDITIONS, AND NOTICES TO OFFERORS 

 
(TRADE-OFF AFTER DETERMINING TECHNICAL ACCEPTABILITY) 

(AWARD AFTER DISCUSSIONS) 
 
 

PROPOSAL SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
 
A-1 Notice.  The Government intends to make award after discussions.  However, in order to enhance the 
likelihood of being included in the competitive range, offerors are encouraged to include their best terms 
and conditions (both price and technical) in the initial offer.  By submitting an offer in response to this 
solicitation, offerors are agreeing to comply with all terms and conditions contained in the solicitation.  
(See item 17, Standard Form 1442.)  Any exception to the terms and conditions must be specifically 
identified in a manner that will call the Contracting Officer’s attention to the exception.  Unless the 
solicitation specifically invites the offeror to submit exceptions, the Contracting Officer may exclude from 
the competitive range any offer that contains exceptions. If, despite the warning given in this paragraph, 
the offeror elects to include exceptions, the exceptions must be specifically and clearly identified on a 
separate page.  In this solicitation, the words “offer” and “proposal” are used interchangeably.  (See 
definition of “offer” at FAR 2.101.)  Except for any portions of the offeror’s proposal incorporated into the 
resulting contract by specific reference, the terms and conditions included in the solicitation, including any 
amendments, shall take precedence over the offeror’s proposal.  
  
A-1.1 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH WHEN APPROPRIATE]Certain positions and/or items of work are 
considered particularly critical to successful completion of the project.  The Government will consider the 
qualifications of these persons/subcontractors during its evaluation of the offeror’s proposal.  In 
accordance with the Limitations On Substitutions For Certain Positions And/Or Subcontractors paragraph 
of Section 00800 of this solicitation, if the offeror is awarded a contract the offeror will not be permitted to 
make substitutions without the approval of the Contracting Officer or Administrative Contracting Officer.  If 
the offeror does not name a subcontractor for any identified item of work, the Government will assume the 
offeror intends to perform the work with its own forces and, if the offeror receives the contract, no 
substitutions will be allowed without prior approval of the Contracting Officer or Administrative Contracting 
Officer.  Limitations apply to the following positions and/or items of work; therefore, the offeror shall name 
in its proposal the persons/subcontractors it proposes to use for these positions and/or items of work:  
[List positions/subcontractors considered to be significant enough to warrant evaluation of their 
qualifications during the proposal evaluation process.  Examples include: project manager, QC manager, 
mechanical subcontractors, electrical subcontractors, all subcontracts valued at $500,000 or more.  The 
list placed in this paragraph must match the list placed in the LIMITATIONS ON SUBSTITUTIONS FOR 
CERTAIN POSITIONS AND/OR SUBCONTRACTORS paragraph which must be placed in Section 
00800.] 
 
A-2 The Proposal.  Each offeror shall submit a written proposal consisting of the following documents: 
 

A-2.1 Completed SF 1442 with price schedule (2 copies). 
 
A-2.2 Offer guarantee (or bid bond) if required by item 13B, Standard Form 1442. 
 
A-2.3 Completed representations & certifications (Section 00600 of this solicitation). 
 
A-2.4 Past performance information for all relevant contracts and subcontracts started or completed 
within the past 3 years (measured from the date of this solicitation).  Submit a separate Past Performance 
Information Collection Sheet for each project.  (A copy of the sheet is attached to the solicitation.)  Include 
past performance information regarding predecessor companies, key personnel who have relevant 
experience, and subcontractors that will perform major or critical aspects of the work.  (For proposed 
subcontractors, clearly identify the work each will perform.)  For each project submitted, explain why it is 
relevant to this project, and provide information on problems encountered and the actions taken to correct 
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such problems.  (Relevancy is defined in the DOD guide to collection and use of past performance as 
“information that has a logical connection with the matter under consideration and applicable time span.”) 
 
A-2.4.1 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH IF THE SOLICITATION IS FOR DREDGING. IF NOT DREDGING, 
DELETE.]In addition to past performance information required by paragraph A-2.4 above, the offeror shall 
provide a listing of all current contracts and a listing of all U.S. Army Corps of Engineers contracts 
completed within the past two years. For each of these contracts the offeror shall provide: the plant 
involved; responsible individual’s name (project manager); QC and safety professional’s names; and 
accident rates, descriptions, and causes.  The offeror shall describe corrective actions taken in response 
to previous accidents and shall address the specific actions planned for this project to preclude similar 
accidents. 
 
A-2.5 A technical proposal consisting of:  
 
SUBFACTOR SUBMISSION REQUIREMENT (See paragraph B-3 in Section 00100B for 

standards the proposal must meet.) 
[LIST 
SUBFACTORS IN 
ORDER OF 
IMPORTANCE. 
MAKE SURE THE 
LIST AGREES 
WITH LIST 
SHOWN IN THE 
TABLE IN PARA. 
B-3 OF THIS 
SECTION.] 

[ENTER INFORMATION THE OFFEROR IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT FOR EACH 
SUBFACTOR. ADD A SEPARATE ROW TO THE TABLE FOR EACH 
SUBFACTOR.] 

Subcontracting 
Plan 

If the offeror is not a small business firm, a subcontracting plan.  (See the Army's 
Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide (AFARS Appendix DD) at 
http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/afar/apcc.htm for guidance for preparing an 
acceptable plan.) 

  
 
A-2.6 Packaging the Proposal.  The proposal shall be divided as indicated in the following table and each 
division shall be submitted in a separate sealed package. Each package shall be marked with the 
offeror’s name, the solicitation number, and the package number. 
 
Package No. of Copies Items 
1 2 Price proposal, bond, representations & certifications (Paragraphs A-2.1, A-

2.2, and A-2.3).  If required, subcontracting plan.  Each copy shall be 
separately bound.   

2 2 Past performance information (Paragraph A-2.4).  Each copy shall be 
separately bound.   

3 [ENTER] Technical proposal (without subcontracting plan)(Paragraph A-2.5).  Each 
copy shall be placed in a separate 3-ring binder.  DO NOT INCLUDE 
PRICING INFORMATION IN THE TECHNICAL PROPOSAL. 

 
A-2.7 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH IF CONTRACTOR EMPLOYEES WILL SERVE ON SOURCE 
SELECTION TEAM]Agreement to Protect Proprietary Information.   
 
A-2.7.1 Offerors are advised that employees of the firms identified below may serve as technical advisors 
or source selection evaluation team members during the source selection process.  They will not 
participate as voting members of the evaluation team (FAR 7.503(c)(12)).  These individuals will be 
authorized access to only those portions of the proposal data and discussions that are necessary to 
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enable them to perform their respective duties.  These firms are expressly prohibited from competing for 
the contract.  
 

FIRMS UNDER CONTRACT TO PROVIDE SUPPORT TO EVALUATORS 
FIRM’S NAME FIRM’S ADDRESS FIRM’S TELEPHONE 

[INSERT] [INSERT] [INSERT] 
 
A-2.7.2 In accomplishing their duties related to the source selection process, employees of the firms 
named above may require access to proprietary information contained in proposals.  Therefore, pursuant 
to FAR 9.505-4, the firms must execute an agreement with each offeror wherein they agree to (1) protect 
the offeror’s information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and (2) 
refrain from using the information for any purpose other than that for which it was furnished.  To expedite 
the evaluation process, each offeror must contact the named firms, execute the required agreement with 
each firm, and submit a copy of each agreement with the offeror’s proposal. 
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SECTION 00100B 
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD 

 
(TRADE-OFF AFTER DETERMINING TECHNICAL ACCEPTABILITY) 

(AWARD AFTER DISCUSSIONS) 
 
 
B-1 Applicable Regulatory Guidance.  This source selection will be conducted in accordance with 
procedures prescribed in FAR Part 15.   
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  After eliminating any proposal that does not meet standards of acceptability 
for the Technical Merit factor, the Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is slightly 
less important than price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  After eliminating any proposal that does not meet standards of acceptability 
for the Technical Merit factor, the Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is 
significantly less important than price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  After eliminating any proposal that does not meet standards of acceptability 
for the Technical Merit factor, the Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is 
approximately equal to price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  After eliminating any proposal that does not meet standards of acceptability 
for the Technical Merit factor, the Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is slightly 
more important than price. 
 

OR 
 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  After eliminating any proposal that does not meet standards of acceptability 
for the Technical Merit factor, the Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is 
significantly more important than price. 
 
B-3 Evaluation Factors.  The following factors and significant subfactors will be used to determine best 
value.  Proposals will be evaluated for acceptability but will not be ranked by non-price factors. 
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[NOTE:  IN THE TABLE BELOW, LIST EACH FACTOR/SUBFACTOR AND, FOR THE TECHNICAL 
MERIT FACTOR, LIST THE STANDARD FOR ACCEPTABILITY FOR EACH.  THESE STANDARDS 
MUST BE AS OBJECTIVE AS POSSIBLE.  EVALUATORS MUST BE ABLE TO DOCUMENT 
ACCEPTABILITY/NON-ACCEPTABILITY.  REMEMBER, IF WE SAY THE PROPOSAL MUST MEET A 
CERTAIN STANDARD, WE MUST REJECT ANY PROPOSAL THAT DOES NOT MEET THE 
STANDARD.  WE CANNOT AWARD A CONTRACT BASED ON A PROPOSAL THAT FAILS TO MEET 
A REQUIRED STANDARD.  THE FOLLOWING FACTORS MUST BE INCLUDED: 
1. PRICE;  
2. PRICE RELATED FACTORS, IF ANY, 
3. QUALITY (MUST BE INCORPORATED INTO ONE OR MORE OF THE NON-PRICE FACTORS), 
4. PAST PERFORMANCE, AND 
5. IF A SUBCONTRACTING PLAN IS REQUIRED, EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION OF SB, SDB, 
HBCU/MI, WOSB, HUBZONE FIRMS.] 

EVALUATION FACTORS 
(TRADE-OFF AFTER DETERMINING TECHNICAL ACCEPTABILITY) 

FACTOR SUBFACTOR STANDARD OR RELATIVE IMPORTANCE 
N/A Standard - In order to receive an acceptable 

rating for the Technical Merit factor, all 
subfactors of the Technical Merit factor must 
be rated acceptable. 

[Subfactor 1] Standard - [State the standard that must be 
met.] 

[Subfactor 2] Standard - [State the standard that must be 
met.] 

Technical Merit 
 

Subcontracting Standard - [State the standard that must be 
met.] (See AFARS Appendix DD, 
Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide, which 
may be viewed at 
http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/default.htm.) 

Price N/A See paragraph B-2 above for relative 
importance.   

N/A See paragraph B-2 above for relative 
importance.   

Past Performance 
 

Generally, the Government will evaluate timely completion of work; 
quality of work; customer satisfaction; cost controls for additional work; 
compliance with subcontracting requirements; and safety.  However, 
the Government reserves the right to evaluate other areas and 
reserves the right to determine, on a case-by-case basis, how much 
emphasis to place on any given area.    

 
 
 
B-4 Rating Definitions.  Following table shows ratings for each type of evaluation and gives definitions for 
the ratings. 
 
TECHNICAL MERIT ratings reflect the Government’s assessment of whether the proposal meets 
the technical standards included in the RFP. 
RATING DEFINITION 
Acceptable Proposal demonstrates acceptable understanding of requirements and 

approach that meets performance or capability standards.  Acceptable 
solution.  No instances of failure to meet a required standard. 
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Unacceptable Fails to meet performance or capability standards.  Requirements can only 
be met with major changes to the proposal. 

PRICE/COST is not rated.  It is evaluated for reasonableness.   
PERFORMANCE RISK (Past Performance) ratings assess the risks associated with each 
offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the requirements stated in the RFP based on that 
offeror’s demonstrated performance on recent, relevant contracts.  
RATING DEFINITION 
Outstanding 
 

Very low risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides essentially no 
doubt that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Above Average Low risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides little doubt that the 
offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Satisfactory Moderate risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides some doubt that 
the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Marginal High Risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides substantial doubt 
that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Unsatisfactory Very high risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides extreme doubt 
that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Unknown Risk The offeror has no relevant performance record.  A thorough search was 
unable to identify any past performance information. 

 
B-5 Proposal Evaluation.  In accordance with the Instructions to Offerors--Competitive Acquisition 
provision of this solicitation (FAR 52.215-1), the Government intends to evaluate proposals and award a 
contract after conducting discussions with offerors whose proposals are determined to be within the 
competitive range.  If the Contracting Officer determines that the number of proposals that would 
otherwise be in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be 
conducted, the Contracting Officer may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the 
greatest number that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals.  The 
following table synopsizes the evaluation methodology: 
 
ELEMENT METHOD 
General Review Review of entire proposal to ascertain completeness and offeror’s 

eligibility for award. 
Price Price will not be given a score.  It will be reviewed for possible mistakes 

and eligibility for award, and evaluated for reasonableness.   
Technical Merit Will be evaluated for acceptability.  Possible ratings are: Acceptable 

and Not Acceptable.  In order to receive an acceptable rating for this 
factor, a proposal must be rated acceptable in every subfactor.  No 
award will be made to any offeror whose proposal receives a not 
acceptable rating for this factor.  (Note: Subcontracting [which is a 
subfactor of Technical Merit] will be evaluated in accordance with 
AFARS Appendix DD, Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide, which 
may be viewed at http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/default.htm.) 

Past Performance Will be evaluated for risks associated with the proposal.  Possible 
ratings are: Outstanding, Above Average, Satisfactory, Marginal, 
Unsatisfactory, and Unknown Risk.  An “unknown risk” rating will have 
neither a favorable nor an unfavorable impact on the overall evaluation 
of the proposal. 

Competitive Range 
Determination 

Based on the ratings of each proposal against all evaluation criteria, the 
Contracting Officer will establish a competitive range comprised of all of 
the most highly rated proposals, unless the range is further reduced for 
purposes of efficiency.  

Final Revision Final revisions will be subjected to the same types of evaluations as the 
original proposals. 

Source Selection 
Decision 

Evaluators will provide results of evaluations to the Contracting Officer 
who will select the lowest-priced, technically acceptable proposal. 
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B-5.1 General Review. 
 
B-5.1.1 Offerors will be checked against the List of Parties Excluded From Federal Procurement and 
Nonprocurement Programs.  Any offeror who is listed will be eliminated without further consideration. 
 
B-5.1.2 [USE THIS SUBPARAGRAPH IF BID BOND IS REQUIRED.  IF THE PARAGRAPH ISN’T USED, 
DELETE AND ENTER “NOT USED” BESIDE THIS PARAGRAPH NUMBER.]Bid bonds will be reviewed 
for acceptability.  
 
B-5.1.3 Proposals will be checked for minor informalities or irregularities. The Contracting Officer will 
follow guidance at FAR 14.405 when resolving minor informalities or irregularities.  The Contracting 
Officer either will give the offeror an opportunity to cure any defect resulting from a minor informality or 
irregularity or waive the defect, whichever is to the advantage of the Government.   
 
B-5.2 Price Evaluation. 
 
B-5.2.1 Prices will be reviewed for minor or clerical errors.  If necessary, offerors will be afforded an 
opportunity to resolve any such errors.  Any exchange with offerors under this subparagraph shall be for 
the purpose of clarification (FAR 15.306(a)) and shall not constitute negotiations as defined at FAR 
15.306(d).  In the event of discrepancy between a unit price and the extended amount, the unit price shall 
be controlling. 
 
B-5.2.2 Prices will be reviewed for apparent mistakes.  Should this review reveal any prices that seem 
unreasonably low, the Contracting Officer will contact the offeror and ask the offeror to confirm the 
questioned price.  If the offeror confirms the price, no further action will be taken under this subparagraph.  
If, however, the offeror alleges a mistake, the offeror may withdraw the proposal (FAR 52.215-1) or elect 
to continue with the proposal as originally submitted.  The offeror will not be allowed to revise the 
proposal unless the Contracting Officer later determines that the offeror’s proposal should be included in 
the competitive range.  
 
B-5.2.3 After resolving any minor or clerical errors and/or mistakes, prices will be reviewed for 
reasonableness. 
 
B-5.3 Technical Merit Evaluation. 
 
B-5.3.1 Using the Technical Merit factor and subfactors listed in paragraph B-3 above, each evaluator will 
conduct an independent evaluation of each proposal documenting the strengths, deficiencies, significant 
weaknesses, and risks associated with each proposal.  Upon completion of individual evaluations, the 
entire evaluation team will form a consensus opinion of each proposal’s technical acceptability and 
prepare a narrative supporting the team’s conclusions.  The narrative shall document strengths, 
deficiencies, significant weaknesses, and risks associated with each proposal.  In the event the team is 
unable to form a consensus, the team will prepare majority and minority opinions for the Contracting 
Officer’s consideration.   Technical acceptability shall be based on the standards cited in paragraph B-3 
above. 
 
B-5.4 Past Performance Evaluation.  The Government will consider currency and relevance of the 
information, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in the offeror’s 
performance.  Information will be weighted in accordance with its relevance.  The Government may use 
information supplied by the offeror and information obtained from other sources.  The evaluation will be 
conducted by telephone.  If, during the course of the evaluation, the Government obtains adverse 
information that the offeror has not previously been made aware of, the Government will afford the offeror 
an opportunity to respond to the information.  The Government will not disclose the names of persons 
who provide performance information.  The evaluation will take into account past performance information 
regarding predecessor companies, key personnel who have relevant experience, and subcontractors that 
will perform major or critical aspects of the work.  (Note:  Although the Government may obtain past 
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performance information from other sources, it is the offeror’s responsibility to provide past performance 
information and explain how the information is relevant to this acquisition.)   
 
B-5.5 Competitive Range Determination.  Upon completion of evaluations, the Contracting Officer will 
determine which proposals to include in the competitive range.  Discussions will be held with offerors who 
are in the competitive range.  (Discussion methods may include written inquiries and responses, and 
telephonic inquiries and responses.)   
 
B-5.6 Final Revisions.  Upon completion of discussions, offerors who remain in the competitive range will 
be given an opportunity to submit a final proposal revision.  If changes are made to technical proposals, 
the proposals will be re-evaluated and changes will be documented in a written narrative.  
 
B-5.7 Source Selection Decision.  The Contracting Officer, independently exercising prudent business 
judgment, will make the source selection decision based on the proposal that represents the best value to 
the Government.  The Contracting Officer will not receive a recommendation from any individual or body 
as to which offeror should receive the award and additionally will not receive a rank order or order of merit 
list pertaining to the offers being evaluated.   
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SECTION 00100A 
INSTRUCTIONS, CONDITIONS, AND NOTICES TO OFFERORS 

 
(TRADE-OFF BETWEEN PAST PERFORMANCE AND PRICE) 

(AWARD WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS) 
 

PROPOSAL SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
 
A-1 Notice.  The Government intends to make award without holding discussions with offerors.  
Therefore, offerors are encouraged to include their best terms and conditions in the initial offer.  By 
submitting an offer in response to this solicitation, offerors are agreeing to comply with all terms and 
conditions contained in the solicitation.  (See item 17, Standard Form 1442.)  Unless the solicitation 
specifically invites the offeror to submit exceptions, the Contracting Officer may reject any offer that 
contains exceptions.  If, despite the warning given in this paragraph, the offeror elects to include 
exceptions, the exceptions must be specifically and clearly identified on a separate page.  In this 
solicitation, the words “offer” and “proposal” are used interchangeably.  (See definition of “offer” at FAR 
2.101.)  Except for any portions of the offeror’s proposal incorporated into the resulting contract by 
specific reference, the terms and conditions included in the solicitation, including any amendments, shall 
take precedence over the offeror’s proposal.  
 
A-2 The Proposal.  Each offeror shall submit a written proposal consisting of the following documents: 
 

A-2.1 Completed SF 1442 with price schedule (2 copies). 
 
A-2.2 Offer guarantee (or bid bond) if required by item 13B, Standard Form 1442. 
 
A-2.3 Completed representations & certifications (Section 00600 of this solicitation). 
 
A-2.4 Past performance information for all relevant contracts and subcontracts started or completed 
within the past 3 years (measured from the date of this solicitation).  Submit a separate Past Performance 
Information Collection Sheet for each project.  (A copy of the sheet is attached to the solicitation.)  Include 
past performance information regarding predecessor companies, key personnel who have relevant 
experience, and subcontractors that will perform major or critical aspects of the work.  (For proposed 
subcontractors, clearly identify the work each will perform.)  For each project submitted, explain why it is 
relevant to this project, and provide information on problems encountered and the actions taken to correct 
such problems.  (Relevancy is defined in the DOD guide to collection and use of past performance as 
“information that has a logical connection with the matter under consideration and applicable time span.”) 
 
A-2.4.1 [USE THIS PARAGRAPH IF THE SOLICITATION IS FOR DREDGING. IF NOT DREDGING, 
DELETE.]In addition to past performance information required by paragraph A-2.4 above, the offeror shall 
provide a listing of all current contracts and a listing of all U.S. Army Corps of Engineers contracts 
completed within the past two years. For each of these contracts the offeror shall provide: the plant 
involved; responsible individual’s name (project manager); QC and safety professional’s names; and 
accident rates, descriptions, and causes.  The offeror shall describe corrective actions taken in response 
to previous accidents and shall address the specific actions planned for this project to preclude similar 
accidents. 
 
A-2.5 Not used. 

 
A-2.6 Packaging the Proposal.  The proposal shall be divided as indicated in the following table and each 
division shall be submitted in a separate sealed package. Each package shall be marked with the 
offeror’s name, the solicitation number, and the package number. 
 
Package No. of Copies Items 
1 2 Price proposal, bond, representations & certifications (Paragraphs A-2.1, A-

2.2, and A-2.3).  Each copy shall be separately bound.   
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2 2 Past performance information (Paragraph A-2.4).  Each copy shall be 
separately bound.   
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SECTION 00100B 
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD 

 
(TRADE-OFF BETWEEN PAST PERFORMANCE AND PRICE) 

(AWARD WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS) 
 
B-1 Applicable Regulatory Guidance.  This source selection will be conducted in accordance with 
procedures prescribed in FAR Part 15.   
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is slightly 
less important than price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is 
significantly less important than price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is 
approximately equal to price. 
 

OR 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is slightly 
more important than price. 
 

OR 
 
 
B-2 Determining Best Value.  The Contracting Officer will use a trade-off process (considering past 
performance and price) to determine which offer represents the best value to the Government.  This 
process allows the Contracting Officer to consider making award to other than the lowest priced offer or 
other than the least risky (from a past performance point of view) offer.  Past performance risk is 
significantly more important than price. 
 
B-3 Evaluation Factors.  The following factors will be used to determine best value.   
 

EVALUATION FACTORS 
(TRADE-OFF BETWEEN PAST PERFORMANCE AND PRICE) 

FACTOR STANDARD OR RELATIVE IMPORTANCE 
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Past Performance See paragraph B-2 above for relative importance.  Generally, the 
Government will evaluate timely completion of work; quality of work; 
customer satisfaction; cost controls for additional work; compliance 
with subcontracting requirements; and safety.  However, the 
Government reserves the right to evaluate other areas and reserves 
the right to determine, on a case-by-case basis, how much emphasis 
to place on any given area.   

Price See paragraph B-2 above for relative importance.   
 
B-4 Rating Definitions.  Following table shows ratings for each type of evaluation and gives definitions for 
the ratings. 
 
PERFORMANCE RISK (Past Performance) ratings assess the risks associated with each 
offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the requirements stated in the RFP based on that 
offeror’s demonstrated performance on recent, relevant contracts.  
RATING DEFINITION 
Outstanding 
 

Very low risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides essentially no 
doubt that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Above Average Low risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides little doubt that the 
offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Satisfactory Moderate risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides some doubt that 
the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Marginal High Risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides substantial doubt 
that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Unsatisfactory Very high risk. Offeror’s past performance record provides extreme doubt 
that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

Unknown Risk The offeror has no relevant performance record.  A thorough search was 
unable to identify any past performance information. 

PRICE/COST is not rated.  It is evaluated for reasonableness.   
 
B-5 Proposal Evaluation.  In accordance with the Instructions to Offerors--Competitive Acquisition 
provision of this solicitation (FAR 52.215-1), the Government intends to evaluate proposals and award a 
contract without discussions with offerors (except clarifications as described in FAR 15.306(a)). 
Therefore, the offeror's initial proposal should contain the offeror's best terms. The Government reserves 
the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer later determines them to be necessary.  Further, 
if the Contracting Officer determines that discussions are necessary and if the Contracting Officer 
determines that the number of proposals that would otherwise be in the competitive range exceeds the 
number at which an efficient competition can be conducted, the Contracting Officer may limit the number 
of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number that will permit an efficient competition 
among the most highly rated proposals.  The following table synopsizes the evaluation methodology: 
 
ELEMENT METHOD 
General Review Review of entire proposal to ascertain completeness and offeror’s 

eligibility for award. 
Price Price will not be given a score.  It will be reviewed for possible mistakes 

and eligibility for award, and evaluated for reasonableness.   
Past Performance Will be evaluated for risks associated with the proposal.  Possible 

ratings are: Outstanding, Above Average, Satisfactory, Marginal, 
Unsatisfactory, and Unknown Risk.  An “unknown risk” rating will have 
neither a favorable nor an unfavorable impact on the overall evaluation 
of the proposal. 

Source Selection 
Decision 

Evaluators will provide results of evaluations to the Contracting Officer 
who will make the source selection decision. 

 
B-5.1 General Review. 
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B-5.1.1 Offerors will be checked against the List of Parties Excluded From Federal Procurement and 
Nonprocurement Programs.  Any offeror who is listed will be eliminated without further consideration. 
 
B-5.1.2 [USE THIS SUBPARAGRAPH IF BID BOND IS REQUIRED.  IF THE PARAGRAPH ISN’T USED, 
DELETE AND ENTER “NOT USED” BESIDE THIS PARAGRAPH NUMBER.]Bid bonds will be reviewed 
for acceptability.  Any offeror whose bid bond is unacceptable, will be eliminated without further 
consideration unless the Contracting Officer later determines that discussions are necessary and decides 
that the offeror’s proposal should be included in the competitive range. 
 
B-5.1.3 Proposals will be checked for minor informalities or irregularities. The Contracting Officer will 
follow guidance at FAR 14.405 when resolving minor informalities or irregularities.  The Contracting 
Officer either will give the offeror an opportunity to cure any defect resulting from a minor informality or 
irregularity or waive the defect, whichever is to the advantage of the Government.   
 
B-5.2 Price Evaluation. 
 
B-5.2.1 Prices will be reviewed for minor or clerical errors.  If necessary, offerors will be afforded an 
opportunity to resolve any such errors.  Any exchange with offerors under this subparagraph shall be for 
the purpose of clarification (FAR 15.306(a)) and shall not constitute negotiations as defined at FAR 
15.306(d).  In the event of discrepancy between a unit price and the extended amount, the unit price shall 
be controlling. 
 
B-5.2.2 Prices will be reviewed for apparent mistakes.  Should this review reveal any prices that seem 
unreasonably low, the Contracting Officer will contact the offeror and ask the offeror to confirm the 
questioned price.  If the offeror confirms the price, no further action will be taken under this subparagraph.  
If, however, the offeror alleges a mistake, the offeror may withdraw the proposal (FAR 52.215-1) or elect 
to continue with the proposal as originally submitted.  The offeror will not be allowed to revise the 
proposal unless the Contracting Officer later determines that discussions are necessary and decides that 
the offeror’s proposal should be included in the competitive range.  
 
B-5.2.3 After resolution of minor or clerical errors and/or mistakes, prices will be reviewed for 
reasonableness. 
  
B-5.3 Not Used. 
 
B-5.4 Past Performance Evaluation.  The Government will consider currency and relevance of the 
information, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in the offeror’s 
performance.  Information will be weighted in accordance with its relevance.  The Government may use 
information supplied by the offeror and information obtained from other sources.  The evaluation will be 
conducted by telephone.  If, during the course of the evaluation, the Government obtains adverse 
information that the offeror has not previously been made aware of, the Government will afford the offeror 
an opportunity to respond to the information.  The Government will not disclose the names of persons 
who provide performance information.  The evaluation will take into account past performance information 
regarding predecessor companies, key personnel who have relevant experience, and subcontractors that 
will perform major or critical aspects of the work.  (Note:  Although the Government may obtain past 
performance information from other sources, it is the offeror’s responsibility to provide past performance 
information and explain how the information is relevant to this acquisition.)   
 
B-5.5 Source Selection Decision.  The Contracting Officer, independently exercising prudent business 
judgment, will make the source selection decision based on the proposal that represents the best value to 
the Government.  The Contracting Officer will not receive a recommendation from any individual or body 
as to which offeror should receive the award and additionally will not receive a rank order or order of merit 
list pertaining to the offers being evaluated.   
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PAST PERFORMANCE INFORMATION COLLECTION SHEET 

(TO BE COMPLETED BY THE OFFEROR.  SUBMIT A SEPARATE SHEET FOR EACH 
REFERENCE.)   

 1. Your firm’s name: 

 2. Contract number of referenced project:  

 3. Description, location & relevancy of work:  (Note: Relevancy is defined as something that 
has a logical connection with the matter under consideration, e.g., similar project size and 
type of work.  It is the offeror’s responsibility to establish relevancy.) 

 

 4. Owner’s name and address: 

 5. Owner’s point of contact (name and telephone number) (NOTE: IT IS YOUR 
RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE POINTS OF CONTACT CAN BE CONTACTED BY 
THE GOVERNMENT’S EVALUATORS AND THAT THEY WILL COOPERATE.): 

 

 6. Prime contractor’s name and address if you were a subcontractor on this project: 

 7. Your role (e.g., Prime, Member of Joint Venture, Subcontractor, etc.) and work performed 
by your in-house forces: 

 8. Contract price: 

 9. Extent and type of work you subcontracted to other firms: 

 10. Date started ____________ and date completed____________.  (If not completed, give 
percentage of completion and expected completion date.) 

 11. Did you receive a written performance evaluation for this project?  (Yes/No)  If yes, what 
rating did you receive? 

 12. Was your contract/subcontract terminated for default?  If so, attach an explanation of the 
circumstances. 

 13. Were liquidated damages assessed?  If so, attach an explanation of the circumstances. 
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 Evaluation Considerations 
Overview 

The source selection evaluation process includes examining each proposal in detail against the 
evaluation factors and subfactors and the requirements set forth in the solicitation, and assigning 
a rating, with a supporting narrative. The proposal evaluation process assesses the proposal and 
the offeror’s ability to perform. At this stage, it does not analyze proposals against each other and 
it must be conducted in a fair, comprehensive, and impartial manner. 

______________________ 
Evaluations must be fair, 
thorough, and impartial 

______________________ 

The evaluation process can be complicated no matter how much planning and tailoring you do. 
You might find through your market research that you are going to receive many proposals -- 
good for competition but a situation that could drag out evaluation. You might explore the world 
of automated source selection tools that can increase your efficiency. There are commercial 
packages available and some activities have developed packages in house that you could use. 
Evaluators still have to evaluate each proposal, but these tools might ease the administrative 
burden that comes with a great number of proposals. 

Reasons for the Evaluation Process 

The principal purposes of the process are to: 

• Determine which proposals are acceptable and/or within the competitive range. 

• Provide a sound basis for the source selection authority to make an informed and 
reasoned selection by: 

- Presenting a clear picture of the issues considered during evaluation by 
identifying areas of uncertainty as well as those which provide substantial 
assurance of a successful outcome. 

- Listing the strengths, weaknesses, and risks of the proposed approaches. 

Evaluation Process Tasks 

Evaluation tasks will vary in number and content with each source selection. However, several 
especially important tasks are discussed below. 

Familiarization 

Prior to receipt of proposals, each evaluator should become familiar with the solicitation’s 
requirements, the source selection plan, and the rating system. You should, especially for those 
evaluators with no prior source selection evaluation experience, conduct training that includes an 
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overview of the solicitation and of the work expected throughout the source selection process. 
The training should include how to properly document each proposal’s strengths, weaknesses, 
and risks. 

Cost Evaluations 

Cost or price must be an evaluation factor in all acquisitions. The cost evaluation will vary 
depending on the specific circumstances of each acquisition. 

For fixed price contracts, the evaluation normally should be as simple as a comparison of the 
offered prices to ensure the contract price is fair and reasonable. Other techniques of price 
analysis may also be used. Do not perform a cost analysis unless there is no other way to 
determine if the price of the otherwise successful offeror is reasonable. 

For cost-reimbursement contracts, you must analyze costs for both realism and reasonableness. 
The cost realism analysis enables you to determine the probable cost of performance for each 
offeror. This precludes an award decision based on overly optimistic offeror’s cost estimates 
where risks of an overrun may be significant. 

A cost realism analysis requires an independent review of specific elements of each offeror’s 
proposed cost estimate to determine whether the estimated proposed cost elements for contract 
resources (e.g., labor and material) are realistic, show understanding of the work, and are 
consistent with the demands of the work which will actually be required, given each offeror’s 
unique methods of performance and materials described in their technical proposal. 

The probable cost should reflect the Government’s best estimate of the cost of any contract, 
which is most likely to result from the offeror’s proposal. This estimate is determined by 
adjusting each offeror’s proposed cost, and fee when appropriate, upwards or downwards to 
reflect any additions or reductions in personnel, equipment, or materials resulting from the cost 
realism assessment. 

For the cost realism evaluation of an offeror’s proposal, you have to decide what information you 
need. The amount and type of information will vary depending on the circumstances of your 
acquisition. You may have to get more after you start evaluating the proposals. However, like 
other proposal requirements, you should only request the minimum amount of information that is 
necessary. Also, remember that any information you use only for the cost realism analysis is not 
considered cost or pricing data. 

To the extent that differences between proposed costs and probable costs reflect significant risks 
of future performance or lack of understanding, that risk or lack of understanding should be 
reflected in the non-cost evaluation. In such cases, you should also seriously consider whether or 
not the proposed cost and fee or price can be determined fair and reasonable to both parties. 

The probable cost estimates developed for each offeror are used to evaluate and compare 
proposals and ultimately to select the proposal expected to result in the best value. 
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Past Performance Evaluations 

Unless you are using a lowest price technically acceptable approach, the past performance 
evaluation involves a comparative assessment of performance risk associated with each proposal. 
It describes the degree of confidence the government has in the offeror’s ability to perform based 
on that offeror’s demonstrated record of past and present work similar to the work to be 
performed. If properly conducted, the past performance evaluation and the pre-award survey will 
complement each other and provide a more complete picture of an offeror than either one could 
by itself. 

Appendix D contains procedures for evaluating past performance in source selections, including 
those acquisitions where selection is based solely on cost/price and past performance. 

Technical Evaluations 

Evaluators must examine each proposal individually in detail to measure it against the evaluation 
factors and subfactors in the solicitation. Evaluators ask questions such as, "How much?" or 
"How well?" assign a rating and document the basis for the rating. This is the core of the 
evaluation process. 

Normally, technical evaluations should be conducted independent of the cost/price evaluations so 
that technical findings and conclusions will not be influenced by knowledge of the offered costs. 
However, in some instances, it may be appropriate to give the entire evaluation team access to 
price/cost information to ensure the best possible overall evaluation and enhance the evaluation 
of cost realism. Such a review can help verify perceived technical strengths, weaknesses or risks 
and/or ensure consistency between the cost/price and technical segments of the proposals. 

All evaluators must have the required functional expertise and training to evaluate the particular 
area of the proposal to which they are assigned. They should also be thoroughly familiar with the 
solicitation and the source selection plan. 

Identifying Proposal Ambiguities and Inadequate Substantiation 

Evaluators should first document problems in evaluating a proposal because its language is 
ambiguous, its meaning is unclear, or it has failed to respond to the solicitation instructions. 
Evaluators should also identify, in writing, instances in which an offeror has not provided 
enough information to evaluate the feasibility and merit of its proposed approach. The 
Contracting Officer can then seek amplification and additional information to address such 
issues. 

Identifying Strengths, Deficiencies, Significant Weaknesses, and Risks 

Evaluators must identify and document the strengths, deficiencies, significant weaknesses, and 
the accompanying risks of the competing proposals. Proposals that materially fail to meet a 
Government requirement or that contain a combination of significant weaknesses that increase 
the risk of unsuccessful performance are considered to be deficient. 
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Narrative statements must be used to establish a written record. Numerical scores and other 
rating techniques are not conclusive data to make the source selection decision. Only evaluations 
and ratings substantiated by specific strengths, weaknesses, and risks can be credible and 
justifiable. General terms such as "weak," "poor," or "excellent" must be supported with specific 
reasons as to why the proposal is "weak," "poor," or "excellent" in relation to the standard for the 
specific factor and subfactor being evaluated. 

The strengths, weaknesses, and risks of each proposal form a large part of the basis for the 
source selection decision. 

____________________________ 
Documenting proposal strengths, 
weaknesses, and risks is critical 

____________________________ 

Generally, the fact that a proposal is deficient as submitted does not necessarily mean that it is 
excluded from further consideration. The identification of these vital items provides: 

• An element for the contracting officer to consider in determining the competitive 
range. 

• The framework for any necessary discussions between the Government and the 
offeror. 

• Specific information on the relative strengths and weaknesses of competing 
proposals. This is critical to the successful completion of an acquisition using the 
tradeoff approach because it is an essential element of the evaluation report provided 
to the source selection authority. 

• The basis for tradeoff analysis ultimately performed by the source selection 
authority to determine if differences in merit between proposals justify any cost/price 
differential. 

• The framework for offeror debriefings. 

A separate evaluation finding, regardless of the offered cost or price, can be a determination that 
a proposal is technically unacceptable. This finding is based on failure to meet requirements, or 
even the basic intent of the acquisition, and that a complete revision of the proposal would be 
required. In this case, you would be put in the position of leading the offeror to a solution or 
approach, which is unfair to the other offerors. 

Consensus 

The final rating of each proposal should be assigned by consensus of the evaluators. Simple 
averaging of individual evaluation results does not constitute consensus. Consensus requires a 
meeting of the minds on classifications, deficiencies, strengths, weaknesses, and risks. In 
exceptional cases where the evaluators are unable to reach agreement without unreasonably 
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delaying the acquisition process, the evaluation report may include the majority conclusion and 
the dissenting view(s), each with a supporting rationale. 

Exchanging Information with Offerors 

Dialogue with offerors after receipt of proposals allows us to get information we need to better 
understand proposals and make best value decisions. While all such dialogue must be conducted 
in a fair and impartial manner, its nature and extent will vary depending upon when it occurs 
after receipt of proposals. 

Who is in Charge? 

The contracting officer remains the focal point for all information exchanges with prospective 
contractors from release of a solicitation through contract award. Once proposals are received, 
the contracting officer also controls all exchanges with offerors. 

Establishing the Ground Rules 

Before exchanging any information with offerors, the contracting officer should ensure that team 
members who may participate in such exchanges receive instructions not to: 

• Favor one offeror over another (i.e., provide the offeror with suggested ways to 
correct its proposal relative to other offerors); 

• Reveal an offeror’s solution, technology, or intellectual property to another offeror; 

• Reveal an offeror’s price without that offeror’s permission; 

• Reveal the name of individuals providing past performance information; or 

• Knowingly furnish source selection information. 

Award Without Discussions 

Before issuing the solicitation, you must decide whether or not you intend to award without 
discussions and communicate your intent in the solicitation. In making this decision, consider 
whether or not you are likely to obtain best value without discussions. An award without 
discussions is most likely to result in best value when requirements are clear, commodities are 
known or stable, and the marketplace is extremely competitive. 

If your solicitation advised offerors of intent to award without discussions, you may still hold 
discussions, if appropriate, provided you document the file as to why discussions are necessary. 

If, after proposal evaluation, it is clear that the cost of conducting discussions would more than 
offset the potentially lower prices or increased functionality resulting from discussions, then it 
may be appropriate to award on initial proposals. 

Requesting Clarifications When Awarding Without Discussions 
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The most limited exchanges are clarifications that occur if award will be made without 
discussions. Under these circumstances, we may give offerors the opportunity to clarify certain 
aspects of their proposals such as questions about the relevancy of their past performance or 
adverse past performance information on which an offeror hasn’t yet had an opportunity to 
comment. These exchanges may be used to resolve minor irregularities, informalities, or clerical 
errors. Such clarifications provide minor explanations but do not revise or modify the proposal, 
except to the extent that correction of apparent clerical mistakes results in a modification. 

Holding Communications 

Before making a competitive range decision, you may need to hold communications with some 
offerors to determine whether or not to include a proposal in the competitive range. This is like 
fact-finding. The objective of these pre-competitive range exchanges is to help evaluators 
understand and evaluate the proposal. 

__________________________ 
Communications may be held 
to help evaluators understand 

gray areas in the proposal 
__________________________ 

Communications must be held with any offeror who will be excluded from the competitive range 
because of their adverse past performance information. Otherwise, you may hold 
communications only with those offerors who are neither clearly in nor clearly out of the 
competitive range. If you know that you will include an offeror in the competitive range, then 
wait until you open discussions to address your concerns. 

Offerors should ensure that initial proposals are as clear and complete as possible. When holding 
communications, ask only those questions necessary to understand the proposal and make the 
competitive range determination. You may use communications to solicit information that will 
clear up gray areas, such as perceived deficiencies, omissions, and errors, or questions about an 
offeror’s capability or pre-award survey. During communications, you must give offerors an 
opportunity to address any adverse past performance information to which the offeror has not 
previously had an opportunity to comment. This ensures that offerors are not excluded from the 
competitive range on the basis of incorrect past performance information that they had not had a 
prior opportunity to address. 

Information obtained during communications, however, may not be used to revise a proposal, 
correct any deficiencies or material omissions, or change any technical or cost elements of a 
proposal, except for correction of mistakes. 

_______________________ 
Communications do not 

permit proposal revisions 
_______________________ 
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Once you have enough information to decide how the proposal should be rated, (e.g., decided 
whether a potential deficiency is, indeed, a deficiency), then STOP. Never accept a revision 
before opening discussions. 

Establishing the Competitive Range 

The competitive range consists of all the most highly rated proposals, unless it is further reduced 
for efficiency. Establishing the competitive range results in greater efficiency by limiting the 
number of offerors with whom the Government must hold discussions to the finalists or leading 
contenders for contract award. However, failure to properly establish a competitive range can 
result in higher costs because of protests or eliminating potentially competitive offerors. When 
establishing the competitive range, consider the following points: 

• Determine the competitive range only after an initial evaluation of each proposal in 
accordance with all cost and non-cost factors in the solicitation. 

• Limit the competitive range to all of the most highly rated proposals, considering 
the initial evaluation of both cost and non-cost factors. Predetermined "cut-off" 
ratings cannot be used to exclude a proposal from the competitive range. 

• If there are very few highly rated proposals, you may want to include all of them in 
the competitive range. 

• If there are too many highly rated proposals to evaluate efficiently, you may limit 
the competitive range further, provided you notified offerors of your intent to do so in 
the solicitation. 

• It may not always be necessary or even advisable to further narrow the competitive 
range for efficiency. You must determine what constitutes an efficient competitive 
range for each acquisition. When faced with the need to restrict the size of the 
competitive range, you should consider factors such as the expected dollar value of 
the award; the complexity of the acquisition and solutions proposed; or the extent of 
available resources and other relevant matters consistent with the need to obtain the 
best value. 

• When further reducing the competitive range for efficiency, select from among the 
most highly rated proposals, the largest number that will still permit an efficient 
competition. 

• The contracting officer determines the competitive range. In the case of more 
complex source selections, the determination is made with the approval of the source 
selection authority. 

• Document the competitive range determination and the supporting rationale in the 
contract file. 

• Maintain an efficient competitive range that doesn’t waste resources for either side. 
The competitive range should be continually reassessed as discussions and 
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evaluations continue. The contracting officer should remove from the competitive 
range any proposal that, during or after discussions, is no longer considered to be a 
leading contender for award. This allows offerors who are not likely to be selected for 
award to shift their bid and proposal costs to competitions where they have a better 
chance for success. The objective is an efficient competitive range that doesn’t string 
offerors along wasting their time and money and your resources. 

_______________________________ 
Maintain an efficient competitive 

range that doesn’t waste resources 
_______________________________ 

• For proposals excluded from the competitive range, the contracting officer shall 
promptly notify unsuccessful offerors, in writing, of their exclusion. Upon request, 
you will also have to provide a debriefing that explains the basis for your decision. 
See Appendix F for more information on debriefings. 

Conducting Discussions 

The most detailed and extensive exchanges are negotiations that are held after establishment of 
the competitive range. These exchanges are known as discussions. Unless the solicitation 
informs offerors that award may be made without discussions, you must hold meaningful 
discussions with each offeror in the competitive range. 

The primary purpose of discussions is to maximize our ability to get the best value. 

_________________________ 
Discussions maximize our 
ability to get the best value 

_________________________ 

During discussions, our objective should be to reach complete agreement between and 
understanding by the Government and the offeror regarding all the basic requirements in the 
solicitation. In essence, obtaining a contract that demonstrates the greatest promise of meeting 
the solicitation’s requirements and no surprises after award is the goal of both the Government 
and the offeror. While the content of discussions is a matter primarily within the discretion of the 
contracting officer, discussions must meet fundamental requirements to be meaningful and fair. 

___________________________________ 
Discussions must be meaningful and fair 
___________________________________ 

Ensure discussions are meaningful by identifying to the 
offeror all evaluated deficiencies, significant weaknesses, 
and other proposal aspects that could be altered or explained 
to enhance materially an offeror’s award potential. 
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Confine and tailor your discussions exclusively to each offeror’s proposal relative to the 
solicitation requirements and evaluation factors and subfactors. Identify those things in the 
proposal that could clearly limit an offeror’s award potential. Seeking the advice of legal counsel 
during the discussion process may help avoid protests. 

You can facilitate meaningful discussions by addressing the following as a minimum: 

• Deficiencies -- A material failure to meet a requirement. It is a deficiency whenever 
the offeror specifically says a requirement cannot or will not be met, offers an 
approach that clearly doesn’t meet a requirement, or submits a proposal that contains 
a combination of significant weaknesses. 

• Significant Weaknesses -- Include non-cost and cost weaknesses that appreciably 
increase the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. It is a weakness whenever the 
proposal has a flaw important enough to cause a factor to be rated marginal or poor, 
or the probability of meeting a requirement to be high risk or moderate to high risk. 
This includes even relatively minor weaknesses if their cumulative impact is 
significant. For example, if an approach affects several areas of the evaluation, but 
makes no individual factor rating marginal or poor, you should include it in 
discussions if the cumulative impact is significant enough to impact the overall rating. 

• Past Performance Information -- Include any concern about an offeror’s past 
performance, including relevancy and any adverse past performance information on 
which the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to comment. 

• Uncertainties or apparent mistakes -- Include any suspected errors, any significant 
omissions, and any uncertainties necessary to understand what is being offered. 
However, perfect knowledge isn’t necessary. We tend to spend too much of our time 
and effort and that of the offeror, chasing information that has no real bearing on the 
evaluation. If we need it to draw a conclusion, then we should ask for it. 

Identify deficiencies and significant weaknesses in terms of a clear declarative statement. 
Advising offerors of strengths in their proposals can also give offerors insight into areas to 
consider in making tradeoffs to correct deficiencies or weaknesses. 

Obtaining Proposal Revisions 

Confirm all information obtained through discussions by requesting or allowing proposal 
revisions, as appropriate, from all offerors in the competitive range still eligible for selection. 
Proposals are rarely alike, nor are the depth and range of discussions, therefore, tailor the number 
and content of revisions to each offeror’s proposal. Ask offerors to submit written changes to 
their proposals resulting from discussions before requesting final proposal revisions, particularly 
if a number of significant issues need resolution. This allows further discussions, if necessary 
before the final cutoff date. 
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________________________________ 
Tailor the number and content of 

revisions to each offeror’s proposal 
________________________________ 

After you have received responses to all issues raised to the offerors during discussions, you 
must reevaluate the proposals. Any factor impacted by the responses must be rated again in the 
same manner as in the initial evaluation. Ensure that all issues are resolved or understood by 
each offeror and the government prior to concluding discussions. 

At the conclusion of discussions, you must give all offerors remaining in the competitive range 
an opportunity to improve their proposal by submitting a final proposal revision within a 
common cutoff date and time. If, after receipt of final revised proposals it becomes necessary to 
subsequently clarify minor irregularities, you can, without any additional request for final 
proposal revisions from all offerors. However, if you need to negotiate further, a second final 
revision opportunity must be extended to all offerors. 
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Selection Decision 
Ensure the selection decision: 

• Is based on a comparative analysis of the proposals; 

• Is consistent with stated evaluation factors and subfactors; and 

• When tradeoffs are permitted, consider whether or not perceived benefits are 
worth any price premium. 

• Make the decision on a rational basis and set it forth in an independent, stand-
alone defensible document. 

Consistent with the solicitation, after the team has completed the evaluation of the individual 
proposals, the source selection authority compares competing proposals to each other. 

When using the lowest price technically acceptable process, the source selection authority 
compares proposals on the basis of cost or price alone and selects the offeror with the lowest 
evaluated cost/price meeting the acceptability requirements for all factors and subfactors. 

When using the tradeoff process, the source selection authority compares proposals on the basis 
of cost/price, technical or other non-cost ratings, and how its strengths, weaknesses, and risks 
will impact the specific objectives of the acquisition. The source selection authority may request 
the evaluators to conduct comparative analyses of proposals and make a recommendation 
concerning the source selection. The source selection authority will use all the information on the 
proposals and evaluation to make an independent judgement of the best value. 

Consistent with the solicitation, the possible outcomes of this comparison are: 

• The proposal with the superior non-cost merit is the lowest cost/price proposal. In 
this case award should be made to the offeror submitting the proposal with the lowest 
evaluated price or cost. 

• The proposals may be determined to be essentially equal in terms of non-cost 
factors. In this case also, award should be made to the offeror submitting the proposal 
with the lowest evaluated price or cost. 

• When the proposal with the lowest evaluated price or cost is other than the 
proposal(s) with higher non-cost merit, the source selection authority must perform a 
cost/technical tradeoff analysis to decide whether the technical superiority of the 
other proposal(s) warrants payment of the additional price or cost. 

Making the Cost/Technical Tradeoff Analysis 

Ratings are merely guides for decision making. The source selection authority is responsible for 
independently determining whether non-cost advantages are worth the cost/price that might be 
associated with a higher rated proposal. The decisive element is not the difference in ratings, but 
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the source selection authority’s rational judgement of the significance of that difference, based 
on an integrated comparative assessment of proposals. 

_______________________________ 
There is no magic formula for 

making the cost/technical tradeoff 
_______________________________ 

When making the cost/technical tradeoff leading to the selection decision, there is no "magic" 
formula. The cost/technical tradeoff and the source selection decision, which must be consistent 
with the solicitation, require that the source selection authority exercise reasonable business 
judgment in selecting the offeror for contract award. The information considered should include 
an analysis of the following: 

• The proposals’ total evaluated price or cost. 

• The significance of the differences in the non-cost ratings as indicated by each 
proposal’s strengths, weaknesses, and risks. The strengths, weaknesses, and risks for 
each factor must be considered in light of the relative importance of each factor stated 
in the solicitation. 

In performing a tradeoff, consider following steps such as these to arrive at a rational decision 
that can be well documented: 

• Compare the proposal differences that surfaced during your evaluations; 

• Define these differences and analyze their impact on performance objectives; 

• Make paired comparisons, comparing each proposal to each of the others; 

• Assess the best mix of cost and non-cost benefits and determine whether the 
strengths of higher rated proposals are worth the price premium. 

___________________________________ 
A price premium must be justified 

regardless of the superiority of the rating 
___________________________________ 

It is essential to document cost/technical tradeoff judgments with detailed narrative explaining 
the relevant facts and supporting rationale. Mere statements of conclusion based on ratings or 
scores alone are not acceptable. The cost/technical tradeoff documentation must explicitly justify 
a price premium regardless of the superiority of the selected proposal’s technical or non-cost 
rating. This justification is required even when the solicitation indicates that non-cost factors are 
more important than cost/price. The justification must clearly state what benefits or advantages 
the Government is getting for the added cost/price and why it is in the Government’s interest to 
expend the additional funds. 
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Where it is determined that the non-cost benefits offered by the higher priced, technically 
superior offeror are not worth the price premium, an explicit justification is also necessary. In 
this case, the documentation must clearly show why it is reasonable in light of the significance of 
the differences to pay less money for a proposal of lesser technical merit. 

To determine which proposal provides the best value, the source selection authority must analyze 
the differences between competing proposals. This analysis must be based on the facts and 
circumstances of each acquisition and must be consistent with the solicitation. 

This analysis ensures a disciplined and documented process for an integrated comparison of 
proposals and a rational basis for the source selection authority’s ultimate decision. 

Documenting the Proposal Comparison 

Documentation explaining the final results of the evaluation should be prepared for the source 
selection authority to use in making the selection decision. This documentation should include 
the technical and/or past performance evaluation results, the cost/price evaluation, and the 
comparative value analysis, if applicable, for each proposal in the competitive range. The 
documentation should also include other considerations such as the results of negotiations. 

For more complex source selections, this is accomplished by means of a formal report that is 
provided to the source selection authority. For less complex source selections, the documentation 
may be included as part of the Price Negotiation Memorandum. It should be simple but concise 
and should cross-reference rather than repeat information in existing documents as much as 
possible (e.g., the source selection plan, evaluation team consensus report). The analysis and 
comparisons in this documentation should be used as an aid to the source selection authority’s 
judgment -- not as a substitute for judgment. 

The documentation may contain: 

• Introductory information such as: 
• Data about the source selection plan. 
• The basis for award and evaluation factors and subfactors. 
• Participants in the evaluation process. 
• Solicitation requirements. 
• The number of offerors solicited. 
• The offerors who responded and those in the competitive range. 
• A summary of each proposal within the competitive range 
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Summary matrix shows how evaluation results for each offeror are integrated 
at the factor level for use in documenting the proposal comparison. All ratings 
must be supported with narrative that describes the proposal’s strengths, 
weaknesses, and risks. 

 

FACTORS  

TECHNICAL MERIT 
Summarizes assessment of the offeror’s 
proposal, including risks, as measured 

against the technical subfactors 
Example: Satisfactory 

 
Technical Subfactor 1 
Technical Subfactor 2 
Technical Subfactor 3 
Technical Subfactor 4 

PERFORMANCE RISK 
Summarizes assessment of the offeror’s 

demonstrated performance on recent, 
relevant contracts relative to the past 

performance subfactors. 
Example: Satisfactory 

 

COST/PRICE 
Reflects the total proposed cost or price. 
Where cost realism is evaluated, the cost 
also reflects the probable cost resulting 

from any adjustments made for cost 
realism. 

Example: Proposed Cost $XXX 
Most P Most Probable Cost $XXX 

 

 

• Comparative analyses of both cost and non-cost factors of the proposals within the 
competitive range. The factors and subfactors evaluated should be discussed, first 
individually and then comparatively. The comparative cost analysis should explain 
the reasonableness, realism, and rationale of each offeror’s price or cost proposal. 
Each proposal’s major strengths, weaknesses, risks, as well as the details and results 
of the tradeoff analysis should be included. 

Matrix shows summary comparative evaluation results for all offerors within the competitive 
range. The supporting comparative analysis must document the integrated assessment of the 
technical (merit and risk), performance risk, and evaluated cost of the proposals relative to the 
factors and subfactors and to each other. 
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 TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATED COST 

OFFEROR MERIT/RISK  RISK (Most Probable Cost) 

A Outstanding  Above Average $171,503,971 

B Outstanding  Satisfactory $134,983,305 

C Above Average  Satisfactory $120,976,836 

D Outstanding  Satisfactory $150,840,308 

E Satisfactory  Above Average $115,751,933 

 

• A discussion of the overall impact of significant risks associated with each proposal 
within the competitive range. This discussion may address, for example: 

• Technical risks inherent in the offeror’s proposed approach. 

• Degree of confidence in the realism of the offeror’s cost or price proposal taking 
into consideration technical and schedule risk. 

• Production risks relating to new technologies and overall production competence. 

• Performance risks relative to the offeror’s record of recent and relevant past 
performance. 

• A summary of the comparative analyses, expressed in brief statements, of the issues 
considered significant to the source selection authority’s decision. If requested by the 
source selection authority, a selection recommendation would be included. 



 

80  

Documenting the Selection Decision and Awarding the Contract 

Documentation setting forth the decision rationale must be prepared to support the source 
selection authority’s decision. The selection statement must be a stand-alone document that 
succinctly and accurately provides rationale for the selection. It should explain how the 
successful proposal measured up against other offerors based on the evaluation factors and 
subfactors in the solicitation. It should also explain the tradeoff judgments, including benefits 
associated with additional cost. 

This document becomes part of the official contract file and can even be released, provided that 
any information exempt under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) is not released. This can 
ease the debriefing process by showing offerors who request a debriefing the rationale and logic 
used by the source selection authority. After the source selection authority has signed the 
selection decision document, the contracting officer may execute and distribute the contract. 
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Source Selection Decision Document for (specify product/service & RFP #) 

1. Decision Statement. 

Example: As Source Selection Authority for this acquisition, I have determined that the XYZ 
product/service proposed by Offeror C provides the best overall value to satisfy Army needs. 
This selection was made based upon the factors and subfactors established in the solicitation and 
my integrated assessment and comparison of the strengths, weaknesses, and risks of the 
proposals submitted in response to the solicitation. This memorandum documents the basis for 
my decision. 

2. Brief description of the product/service called for in the solicitation. 

3. Brief description of the Basis for Award including the major factors against which 
proposals were measured and their relative order of importance. 

4. A list of offerors in the competitive range. 

5. Rationale for business judgments and tradeoffs. Include the following: 

• Succinctly compare each proposal to each of the others, focusing on key proposal differences 
(strengths, weaknesses, and risks) that surfaced in the evaluation and their impact on the 
acquisition objectives. 

• Clearly explain specific tradeoffs that led to the decision. 

• Clearly explain the specific benefits of technically superior offeror(s) and why they are or are 
not significant enough to warrant any additional cost. 

6. Summary. 

Example: In summary, based on my integrated assessment of all proposals in accordance with 
the specified evaluation factors and subfactors, it is my decision that Offeror C’s proposal offers 
the best overall value. 

Signature 
Source Selection Authority 
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Notification and Debriefing of Unsuccessful Offerors 
When a contract is awarded as the result of a source selection, unsuccessful offerors must be 
debriefed and furnished the basis for the selection decision and contract award upon their written 
request. In addition, offerors excluded from the competitive range or otherwise excluded from 
the competition before award may request either a pre-award or post-award debriefing. A 
debriefing may also be provided to the successful offeror. 

Debrief offerors promptly, at their request, as to the basis 
for the selection decision. Candidly explain the results of 
the Government’s evaluation of their proposal without 
making any point-by-point comparisons with the content 
of other proposals. 

It is extremely important to promptly notify and debrief an offeror. Since each offeror puts 
considerable resources into preparing and submitting a proposal, fairness dictates that you 
explain why a proposal was unsuccessful. Early notification will also permit unsuccessful 
offerors to release the resources that would have been devoted to the contract effort so they can 
be used on other work. It is also in the Government’s best interest to fully inform the offeror of 
the proposal’s shortcomings so that the same mistakes are not repeated in future acquisitions. 
These actions reduce the cost of the competitive process and encourage the offeror to view the 
Government marketplace as a worthwhile area to invest its resources, thereby increasing 
competition. See Appendix F for guidelines on conducting debriefings. 
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Top Ten Messages 
1. Use a source selection approach commensurate with the acquisition’s evaluation 
needs. 

• Don’t make source selection more complicated and expensive than necessary. 

2. Invest in command or program resources needed for a competent and well 
documented best value source selection. 

• Include the source selection authority as an active participant -- this is not a 
"figure head" position. 

• Train evaluators in best practices. 

3. Understand the importance of planning. 

• Think through the entire process. 
• Prepare a source selection plan before the solicitation. 

4. Structure the solicitation to communicate effectively to potential offerors: 

• Government requirements and mission objectives. 
• The information needed to evaluate the proposal. 
• The ground rules the government will use to select the best value proposal. 
• Evaluation factors and subfactors and their relative importance. 

5. State requirements functionally to the maximum extent possible. 

• Limit use of design requirements. 

6. Document strengths, weaknesses, risks and associated value of proposals to support 
the cost/technical tradeoff. 

7. Justify a price premium with cost/technical tradeoff documentation regardless of the 
selected proposal’s technical superiority. 

8. Ensure that the source selection decision is consistent with the solicitation. 

9. Do a proper and timely debriefing. 

10. Document lessons learned.
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Appendix A: 
 

Definitions 
Competitive Range. All proposals that the contracting officer determines to be the most 
highly rated based on the cost and non-cost evaluation factors stated in the solicitation. 

Design Specification. A specification that establishes precise measurement, tolerances, 
materials, in process and finished product tests, quality control, inspection requirements, 
and other specific details of the deliverable. 

Evaluation Factors and Subfactors. Descriptions of those aspects of a proposal that 
will be evaluated quantitatively or qualitatively to assess which proposal can best meet 
the Government’s requirements as described in the solicitation. 

Evaluation Standards. A baseline level of merit or acceptability used for measuring 
how well or whether an offeror’s response meets the solicitation’s requirements with 
respect to an evaluation factor or subfactor. 

Functional Specification. A specification that describes the deliverable in terms of form, 
fit, and function and performance characteristics to satisfy the intended use. 

Performance Specification. A specification that states requirements in terms of the 
required results and provides criteria for verifying compliance, without stating methods 
for achieving results. It defines the functional requirements, the operational environment, 
and the interface and interchangeability requirements. 

Rating. The application of a scale of words used in conjunction with narrative, to denote 
the degree to which the proposal has met the standard for a non-cost factor. 

Source Selection/Evaluation Plan. The document that explains how proposals are to be 
solicited and evaluated to make the selection decision. It is the Government’s plan for 
how it intends to acquire its needs. 

Source Selection Process. The process of soliciting and evaluating proposals for award 
in a competitively negotiated environment. 

Specification. A description of the technical requirements for a material, product, or 
service to be provided under a contract that includes the criteria for determining whether 
the requirements are met. 

Statement of Work (SOW). The complete description of work to be performed under 
the contract, encompassing all specifications and standards established or referenced in 
the contract. 

Work Breakdown Structure. A basic framework, similar to a table of contents, which 
outlines, divides, and subdivides to successively lower levels, the government’s 
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requirements as set forth in the SOW. Permits a logical arrangement of the elements of 
the SOW and a tracing of work effort and costs proposed by each offeror under each of 
the elements.
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Appendix B: 
 

References 
The following is a list of some of the sources that can provide more detailed information, policy, 
guidance, and examples on various aspects of source selection. 

Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Part 15, Contracting by Negotiation -- 
http://www.arnet.gov/far/loadmainre.html 

FAR Subpart 15.3, Source Selection -- http://www.arnet.gov/far/loadmainre.html 

Department of Defense FAR Supplement (DFARS), Part 215 -- 
http://www.acq.osd.mil/dp/dars/dfars/html/r20011001/215_3.htm 

Army FAR Supplement (AFARS), Part 15 -- http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/default.htm 

Army Source Selection Guide -- http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/default.htm 

DOD Acquisition Deskbook -- http://www.deskbook.osd.mil 

 

http://www.arnet.gov/far/loadmainre.html
http://www.arnet.gov/far/loadmainre.html
http://www.acq.osd.mil/dp/dars/dfars/html/r20011001/215_3.htm
http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/default.htm
http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil/library/default.htm
http://www.deskbook.osd.mil/
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Appendix C: 
 

Evaluator’s Workbook 
 

Note:  Before printing the workbook, do the following: 
1. Enter RFP number where required. 
2. Enter subfactor names on Standards For Technical Merit Subfactors Worksheet. 
(Add enough worksheets to handle all subfactors.)  
3. Enter subfactor name on Technical Proposal Evaluation Worksheet.  (Add enough 
worksheets to handle all subfactors.)  
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SOURCE SELECTION INFORMATION – FAR 3.104 
 
 

EVALUATOR’S WORKBOOK 
 

 

SOLICITATION NUMBER:_________________________ 
 

OFFEROR:_____________________________________ 
 

EVALUATOR’S NAME:____________________________ 
 

 

AREAS TO BE EVALUATED (Not all evaluators evaluate all areas.  For 
example, past performance may be evaluated by a sub-group of evaluators.) 

AREA CHECK APPLICABLE BLOCKS 
TECHNICAL MERIT  
PAST PERFORMANCE  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SOURCE SELECTION INFORMATION – FAR 3.104 
(AFTER THE EVALUATOR ENTERS INFORMATION IN THIS WORKBOOK, THE 

WORKBOOK MUST BE PROTECTED FROM DISCLOSURE TO UNAUTHORIZED 
PERSONS.) 
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TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 

DOCUMENT NUMBER OF COPIES 
Standards For Technical Merit 
Subfactors Worksheet 

1 copy for each Technical Merit 
subfactor (worksheet for subcontracting 
plan already included in workbook)  

Technical Proposal Evaluation 
Worksheet 

1 copy for each Technical Merit 
subfactor  

Technical Proposal Evaluation 
Worksheet (Continuation) 

As needed 

Typical Questions And Ideas For 
Telephone Interviews And 
Questionnaires 

1 copy 

Telephone Interview Record 1 copy for each interview 
Past Performance Evaluation 
Worksheet 

1 copy for each reference  

Past Performance Evaluation 
Worksheet (Continuation) 

As needed 

Overall Evaluation Worksheet 1 copy 
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Standards For Technical Merit Subfactors Worksheet 

RFP No.   
Factor: Technical Merit Subfactor: 
Rating: Outstanding Definition: Excellent in all respects; offers one or more significant 

advantages not offset by disadvantages; very good probability of 
success with overall low degree of risk in meeting the Government’s 
requirements. 

Standard: 
 
 
 
 
Rating: Above Average Definition: High quality in most respects; offers one or more advantages 

not offset by disadvantages; good probability of success with overall low 
to moderate degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Standard: 
 
 
 
 
Rating: Satisfactory Definition: Adequate quality; any advantages are offset by 

disadvantages; fair probability of success with overall moderate to high 
degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Standard: 
 
 
 
 
Rating: Marginal Definition: Overall quality cannot be determined because of errors, 

omissions or deficiencies that are capable of being corrected without a 
major rewrite or revision of the proposal. 

Standard: 
 
 
 
 
 
Rating: Unsatisfactory Definition: A proposal that contains major errors, omissions or 

deficiencies, or an unacceptably high degree of risk in meeting the 
Government’s requirements; and these conditions cannot be corrected 
without a major rewrite or revision of the proposal. 

Standard: 
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Standards For Technical Merit Subfactors Worksheet 

RFP No.   
Factor: Technical Merit Subfactor:  Subcontracting Plan 
Rating: Outstanding Definition: Excellent in all respects; offers one or more significant 

advantages not offset by disadvantages; very good probability of 
success with overall low degree of risk in meeting the Government’s 
requirements. 

Standard:  Earns 90 to 100 points when evaluated in accordance with AFARS Appendix DD, 
Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide.  
 
 
 
Rating: Above Average Definition: High quality in most respects; offers one or more advantages 

not offset by disadvantages; good probability of success with overall low 
to moderate degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Standard:  Earns 80 to 89 points when evaluated in accordance with AFARS Appendix DD, 
Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide.  
 
 
 
 
Rating: Satisfactory Definition: Adequate quality; any advantages are offset by 

disadvantages; fair probability of success with overall moderate to high 
degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Standard:  Earns 71 to 79 points when evaluated in accordance with AFARS Appendix DD, 
Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide.  
 
 
 
Rating: Marginal Definition: Overall quality cannot be determined because of errors, 

omissions or deficiencies that are capable of being corrected without a 
major rewrite or revision of the proposal. 

Standard:  Earns 60 to 70 points when evaluated in accordance with AFARS Appendix DD, 
Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide.  
 
 
 
Rating: Unsatisfactory Definition: A proposal that contains major errors, omissions or 

deficiencies, or an unacceptably high degree of risk in meeting the 
Government’s requirements; and these conditions cannot be corrected 
without a major rewrite or revision of the proposal. 

Standard:  Earns 59 or fewer points when evaluated in accordance with AFARS Appendix DD, 
Subcontracting Plan Evaluation Guide.  
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TECHNICAL PROPOSAL EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

RFP No: 
EVALUATOR’S NAME: 
 

OFFEROR: 

RFP REFERENCES:///////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////// PROPOSAL REFERENCES:////////// 
SUBFACTOR: VOLUME/PARAGRAPH: 

 PAGE NUMBER: 

Technical Merit Ratings: Refer to rating definitions in the solicitation, e.g., Outstanding (O), Above Average 
(AA), Satisfactory (S), Marginal (M), Unsatisfactory (U), Acceptable (A), Unacceptable (UA) 
Initial Rating:  
 

Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 

Rating After Discussions: 
 

Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 

Rating After Final Revision: 
 

Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 

RATIONALE: Include supporting rationale for the ratings. Using the evaluation standards and rating definitions, 
state the evaluation results in terms of strengths; weaknesses/significant weaknesses/deficiencies; and risks. Include 
questions that address ambiguities or other concerns (e.g., perceived deficiencies, weaknesses, omissions, mistakes). 
Identify all comments and questions below with the rating: (e.g., Initial Rating (IR), Result of Discussions (RD) or 
Final Rating (FR). Use continuation sheets or a database as needed and a separate sheet for each subfactor. 
STRENGTHS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WEAKNESSES/SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESSES/DEFICIENCIES: 
(Precede comment with an [S] if it identifies a significant weakness or a [D] if a deficiency.) 
 
 
 
 
 
RISKS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
QUESTIONS: 
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TECHNICAL PROPOSAL EVALUATION WORKSHEET (CONTINUATION) 
RFP No: 
EVALUATOR’S NAME: 
 

OFFEROR: 

RFP REFERENCES: /////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////// PROPOSAL REFERENCES:////////// 
SUBFACTOR: 
 

VOLUME/PARAGRAPH: 

 PAGE NUMBER: 
CHECK ONE:   ___ INITIAL RATING                    ___ AFTER DISCUSSIONS                     ___ FINAL RATING  
 
(PRECEDE EACH ENTRY WITH APPROPRIATE HEADING, I.E., STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, 
SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESSES, DEFICIENCIES, RISKS, OR QUESTIONS.) 
(NOTE: THIS SHEET MAY BE USED TO RECORD REASONS FOR CONCURRING WITH CONSENSUS 
RATING IF CONSENSUS IS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT FROM INDIVIDUAL RATER’S RATING.) 
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Typical Questions and Ideas for Telephone Interviews and Questionnaires 

• Confirm the following data from the offeror’s proposal: 
 - Contract number 

- Contractor’s name and address 
- Type of contract 
- Complexity of work 
- Description and location of work (e.g., types of tasks, product, service) 
- Contract dollar value 
- Date of award 
- Contract completion date (including extensions 
- Type and Extent of Subcontracting 

• Verify any past performance data to which you may have access (e.g., Performance Evaluation (Construction) data 
in the Construction Contractor Appraisal Support System (CCASS) database). 
• If the award amount or delivery schedule changed, find out why. 
• Ask what role the reference played (e.g., COR, contract specialist, ACO, etc.) and for how long. 
• If a problem surfaced, ask what the government and contractor did to fix it. 
• Ask for a description of the types of personnel (skill and expertise) the contractor used and the overall quality of 
the contractor’s team. Did the company appear to use personnel with the appropriate skills and expertise? 
• Ask how the contractor performed considering technical performance or quality of the product or service; 
schedule; cost control (if applicable); business relations; and management. 
• Ask whether the contractor was cooperative in resolving issues. 
• Inquire whether there were any particularly significant risks involved in performance of the effort. 
• Ask if the company appeared to apply sufficient resources (personnel and facilities) to the effort. 
• If the company used subcontractors, ask: What was the relationship between the prime and subcontractors? What 
was the management role of the prime and how well did it manage the subcontractors? Did the subcontractors 
perform the bulk of the effort or just add breadth or depth on particular technical areas? If the subcontractors worked 
on specific technical areas, what were those areas and why were they accomplished by the subcontractors rather than 
the prime? 
• Ask whether the contract included socio-economic subcontracting requirements.  If it did, ask about compliance 
with those requirements. 
• If a problem is uncovered that the reference is unfamiliar with, ask for another individual who might have the 
information. 
• Ask if this firm has performed other past efforts with the reference’s agency. 
• Ask about the company’s weak points or what the reference liked least. 
• Inquire whether the reference has any reservations about recommending a future contract award to this company. 
• Inquire whether the reference knows of anyone else who might have past performance information on the offeror. 
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Telephone Interview Record 

Note: When interviewing, you may want to use an introduction similar to the following: This is (name). I’m calling 
in reference to contractor (name). I’d like to ask you some questions that pertain to that contractor’s record of past 
and current performance. The information you provide will be used in the awarding of federal contracts. Therefore it 
is important that your information be as factual and accurate as possible. Your name will not be used in any 
discussions with the contractor.   
Solicitation Number: (for reference - do not disclose to person contacted) 
Contractor: (Name and Address) 
Person Contacted: (Name, Address, Phone #, e-mail address) 
 
 
Date & Time of Contact: 
Summary of Discussion: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(NOTE TO EVALUATOR: BEFORE CONCLUDING THE INTERVIEW, READ YOUR SUMMARY TO THE 
PERSON AND OBTAIN AGREEMENT THAT SUMMARY FAIRLY REPRESENTS THE CONVERSATION.) 
 
Evaluator’s Name/Signature 
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PAST PERFORMANCE EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

RFP No: 
EVALUATOR’S NAMES: 
 

OFFEROR: 

 REFERENCE: 

Ratings: Refer to rating definitions in the solicitation, i.e., Outstanding (O), Above Average (AA), Satisfactory (S), 
Marginal (M), Unsatisfactory (U), Unknown (Unk) 
Relevancy Weight: In order to be considered, past performance must be relevant to our project.  Using the 
following  scale, assess relevancy: Highly Relevant (HR), Moderately Relevant (MR), Slightly Relevant (SR) 
Initial Rating:  
Risk_______    Relevance_______ 

Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 

Final Rating After Clarifications: 
Risk_______    Relevance_______ 

Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 

RATIONALE: Include supporting rationale for the ratings. Using the evaluation standards and rating definitions, 
state the evaluation results in terms of strengths; weaknesses/significant weaknesses/deficiencies; and risks. Include 
questions that address ambiguities or other concerns (e.g., perceived deficiencies, weaknesses, omissions, mistakes). 
Identify all comments and questions below with the rating: (e.g., Initial Rating (IR), Result of Discussions (RD) or 
Final Rating (FR).  IF THE EVALUATION UNCOVERS ADVERSE INFORMATION TO WHICH THE 
OFFEROR HAS NOT HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO RESPOND, THE OFFEROR MUST BE GIVEN AN 
OPPORTUNITY TO RESPOND.   IF THE ADVERSE INFORMATION PERTAINS TO A 
SUBCONTRACTOR, OBTAIN SUBCONTRACTOR’S AGREEMENT BEFORE RELEASING THE 
INFORMATION TO THE OFFEROR.  DO NOT IDENTIFY SOURCES OF INFORMATION.  ADVERSE 
INFORMATION IS INFORMATION THAT WOULD CAUSE THE OFFEROR TO RECEIVE A RISK 
RATING OF M, H, OR VH.  Use continuation sheets or a database as needed. 
STRENGTHS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WEAKNESSES/SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESSES/DEFICIENCIES: 
(Precede comment with an [S] if it identifies a significant weakness or a [D] if a deficiency.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RISKS: 
 
 
 
 
 
QUESTIONS: 
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PAST PERFORMANCE EVALUATION WORKSHEET (CONTINUATION) 

RFP No: 
EVALUATOR’S NAME: 
 

OFFEROR: 

SUBFACTOR:  
 
 

REFERENCE: 

CHECK ONE:   ___ INITIAL RATING                    ___ FINAL RATING AFTER CLARIFICATIONS                       
 
(PRECEDE EACH ENTRY WITH APPROPRIATE HEADING, I.E., STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, 
SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESSES, DEFICIENCIES, RISKS, OR QUESTIONS.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

C-12  

OVERALL EVALUATION WORKSHEET (Page 1 of 2)       

RFP No: 
EVALUATOR’S NAME: 
 

OFFEROR: 

RATIONALE: Use this worksheet to record the overall evaluation for each of the rated areas (e.g., Past 
Performance and Technical Merit).  The worksheets for Technical Merit subfactors and Past Performance form the 
basis for the overall evaluations included on this worksheet.  Include supporting rationale for the ratings.  Using the 
evaluation standards and rating definitions, state the evaluation results in terms of strengths; weaknesses/significant 
weaknesses/deficiencies; and risks. Include questions that address ambiguities or other concerns (e.g., perceived 
deficiencies, weaknesses, omissions, mistakes). Identify all comments and questions below with the stage at which 
the rating was performed: (i.e., Initial Rating (IR), Result of Discussions (RD) or Final Rating (FR).  Use 
continuation sheets as needed. 

PAST PERFORMANCE 

Past Performance Ratings: Refer to rating definitions in the solicitation, i.e., Outstanding (O), Above Average 
(AA), Satisfactory (S), Marginal (M), Unsatisfactory (U), or Unknown (Unk) 
Initial Rating:  
 

Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 

Final Rating After Clarifications: 
 

Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 

STRENGTHS: 
 
 
 
 
 
WEAKNESSES/SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESSES/DEFICIENCIES: 
(Precede comment with an [S] if it identifies a significant weakness or a [D] if a deficiency.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RISKS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
QUESTIONS: 
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OVERALL EVALUATION WORKSHEET (Page 2 of 2)       

TECHNICAL MERIT 

Technical Merit Ratings: Refer to rating definitions in the solicitation, e.g., Outstanding (O), Above Average 
(AA), Satisfactory (S), Marginal (M), Unsatisfactory (U), Acceptable (A), Unacceptable (UA) 
Initial Rating:  
 

Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 

After Discussions: 
 

Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 

Final Rating: 
 

Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 

STRENGTHS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WEAKNESSES/SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESSES/DEFICIENCIES: 
(Precede comment with an [S] if it identifies a significant weakness or a [D] if a deficiency.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RISKS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
QUESTIONS: 
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OVERALL EVALUATION WORKSHEET (CONTINUATION) 

RFP No: 
EVALUATOR’S NAME: 
 

OFFEROR: 

FACTOR:  
 
 

 

CHECK ONE:   ___ INITIAL RATING                    ___ FINAL RATING AFTER CLARIFICATIONS                       
 
(PRECEDE EACH ENTRY WITH APPROPRIATE HEADING, I.E., STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, 
SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESSES, DEFICIENCIES, RISKS, OR QUESTIONS.) 
(NOTE: THIS SHEET MAY BE USED TO RECORD REASONS FOR CONCURRING WITH CONSENSUS 
RATING IF CONSENSUS IS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT FROM INDIVIDUAL RATER’S RATING.) 
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Appendix D 
 

Guidelines for Evaluating Past Performance in Source 
Selection 

Overview 

This appendix is designed to help you participate in the evaluation of past performance when 
using the tradeoff process in source selection. It should always be used in conjunction with the 
basic best value guide. 

Introduction 

An offeror’s performance record is an important consideration in government source selections. 
In our private lives, we make source selections every day. This can be as mundane as selecting 
the brand of toothpaste we use or one that represents a much greater portion of our earnings such 
as a new car. If we can consider how a product worked (or didn’t work) for us in the past, get 
advice from our friends, read Consumer Reports, and check the contractor out with the Better 
Business Bureau, wouldn’t it make sense to give the same credence to past performance when 
spending taxpayer dollars? 

Using the contractor’s past performance as a significant evaluation factor that will be traded off 
with cost/price and other non-cost factors will benefit us in at least two ways. 

First, it is virtually impossible for an offeror to convey, in the proposal, how it will actually 
perform the requirement and what the actual costs will be (not just the instant contract costs, but 
the total life cycle costs associated with obtaining the system, supply, or service). A better tool 
for predicting how an offeror will perform in the future is to examine its past track record on 
contracts for similar requirements of the same scope and complexity. 

Second, it permits us to recognize the good performer. In the commercial market, poor 
performers are weeded out as consumers select vendors that live up to the consumer’s 
expectations. Those contractors that provide what is perceived as the best value in supplies or 
services are the ones that survive. A contractor that delivers what the contract requires without 
extensive follow-up effort on our part is clearly delivering better value than a contractor that 
charges the same price, yet needs constant surveillance by our personnel to ensure performance. 
It also shifts the emphasis from writing the best proposal to performing the best work -- 
performing as promised. 

Role of Past Performance in Source Selection 

Proposal Risk vs. Performance Risk 

It is important to differentiate between two types of risk usually evaluated in a source selection. 
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Proposal risks are those associated with an offeror’s proposed approach in meeting the 
requirements of the solicitation. Proposal risk summarizes the risk derived from the technical 
evaluation. It is an overall assessment driven by each of the subfactors within the technical 
factor. 

Performance risks are those associated with an offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the 
solicitation’s requirements as indicated by that offeror’s record of current or past performance. 
Performance risk is assessed separately and assigned a narrative rating. Both proposal and 
performance risks are, in accordance with the basic guide, integrated with the other evaluation 
results when presented to the source selection authority for a final decision. 

________________________________ 
Performance risks reflect an offeror’s 

likelihood of success based on 
their current or past work record 

_______________________________ 

Past Performance vs. Responsibility Determinations 

It is also important to distinguish comparative past performance evaluations used in the tradeoff 
process from pass/fail responsibility determinations. 

Pre-award surveys and pass/fail evaluations in the low price technically acceptable process help 
you determine whether an offeror is responsible. Responsibility is a broad concept that addresses 
whether an offeror has the capability to perform a particular contract based upon an analysis of 
many areas including financial resources, operational controls, technical skills, quality assurance, 
and past performance. These surveys and evaluations provide a "yes/no," "pass/fail," or "go/no-
go" answer to the question, "Can the offeror do the work?" to help you determine whether the 
offeror is responsible. 

Unlike a pass/fail responsibility determination, a comparative past performance evaluation 
conducted using the tradeoff process is a very specific endeavor that seeks to identify the degree 
of risk associated with each competing offeror. Rather than asking whether an offeror can do the 
work, you should ask, will it do that work successfully? In short, the evaluation describes the 
degree of confidence the government has in the offeror’s likelihood of success. If properly 
conducted, the comparative past performance evaluation and the responsibility determination 
will complement each other and provide you with a more complete picture of an offeror than 
either one could by itself. 

Past Performance vs. Experience 

Another important issue is the difference between contractors’ experience and their past 
performance. Experience reflects whether contractors have performed similar work before. Past 
performance, on the other hand, describes how well contractors performed the work. In other 
words, how well did they execute what was promised in the proposal/contract. Both of these 
areas are considered when making a responsibility determination. Either past performance or 
experience can be considered as source selection factors or subfactors, where they can either 
stand alone or be considered under performance risk. 
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If experience and past performance are separate evaluation factors or subfactors, make certain 
that you clearly define the terms in the solicitation. This will help you avoid the potential for 
double counting by asking for the same information. Do not confuse evaluation of past 
experience with evaluation of past performance. It is proper, however, to distinguish company 
experience from personnel experience and evaluate both. 

When to Evaluate Past Performance 

Past performance shall be included as an evaluation factor in competitively negotiated 
acquisitions unless the contracting officer determines that it is inappropriate and documents the 
rationale. 

Planning the Past Performance Evaluation 

Forming an Evaluation Group 

(Note: When reading following guidance, remember this -- For Jacksonville District 
acquisitions, past performance evaluations will be performed by 2 members of the source 
selection evaluation team (e.g., one contract specialist and one technical person).  For 
consistency, it is mandatory that the same persons evaluate all offerors.)   

In complex acquisitions it may be necessary to form a formal group to specifically evaluate past 
performance. In smaller dollar value acquisitions that do not involve complex requirements, the 
evaluation may be accomplished with only one or two people to determine that same risk. This 
evaluation group may operate separately from the proposal evaluation team or may operate as a 
separate subgroup of that team. Note, however, that the past performance evaluation should be 
conducted independently of any other evaluation. 

Whether you choose to use an informal or formal evaluation group, the members should be 
experienced and trained. We will focus on the structure, composition and evaluation process of a 
formal evaluation group, but bear in mind that while the functions of informal evaluations are 
basically the same, they should be a lot less time consuming and less involved. 

Objectives of the Evaluation Group 

The evaluation group is responsible for conducting the past performance evaluation to determine 
the degree of risk involved in accepting an offeror’s promises of performance. This analysis 
results in a performance risk assessment. The evaluation group documents these performance 
risk assessments and identifies strengths and weakness in each offeror’s past performance. 

The group often uses the offeror’s proposal as the starting point -- with the proposal acting 
primarily as a source of reference. Group members then use independent sources of information 
outside of the offerors’ proposals to determine how well those offerors performed in the past. 

Evaluation Group Membership and Training 

The membership and structure of your evaluation group should be tailored to each acquisition. 
Ideally, the membership should be multifunctional and include people who have contracting, 
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cost/price, contract administration, supportability/logistics, and technical/program management 
expertise, as appropriate. Those whom you select should also have prior source selection 
experience and be capable of making sound and impartial judgments. The group’s structure 
should enhance its ability to independently evaluate performance risk. 

As a best practice, it is important that contracting organizations set up their own training program 
for conducting source selections. Individual programs should include tools and techniques for 
obtaining and evaluating contractor performance data. 

The heart of the performance risk assessment is the information gathering process. Through 
questionnaires, telephone interviews, and site visits, and by tapping existing data sources, the 
group can obtain a detailed and useful picture of an offeror’s past performance. Because of the 
importance of the information gathering process, it is absolutely critical that group members 
have the ability to conduct meaningful telephone interviews. They should also be able to 
assimilate data, exercise sound judgment, arrive at conclusions that make common sense, and 
communicate those conclusions effectively both orally and in writing. 

The size of the group should reflect the number of offerors expected to respond to the solicitation 
as well as the nature and complexity of the solicitation requirements. The best practice is to limit 
the size of the group to as small a number as is realistic for the specific circumstances of the 
acquisition. A group of at least two members of different functional disciplines enhances 
opportunities for dialogue, brainstorming, and in-depth fact finding. 

A plan for evaluating past performance should be developed early in the process and made a part 
of the source selection plan. 

What Subfactors Should Be Used? 

The past performance subfactors, if any, should be tailored to the specific circumstances of the 
acquisition, but need not mirror those of the proposal evaluation. In most cases the evaluation 
group should at least consider the offeror’s record for on time delivery, good technical quality, 
and cost control to determine its likelihood of success in performing the solicitation’s 
requirements. 

Some suggested subfactors include: 

• The offeror’s record of conformance to contract specifications and standards of 
good workmanship. This may include consideration of quality awards or 
certifications; 

• The offeror’s effectiveness in containing and forecasting costs on any previously 
performed cost reimbursable contracts; 

• The offeror’s adherence to contract schedules, including the administrative aspects 
of performance; 
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• The offeror’s history for reasonable and cooperative behavior, commitment to 
customer satisfaction, timely award and management of subcontracts, and whether the 
offeror met any applicable goals for subcontracting with small entities. 

Data Relevancy 

Relevancy should not be described as a subfactor. Relevancy is a threshold question when 
considering past performance, not a separate element of past performance. Irrelevant past 
performance should not form the basis of a performance risk assessment. 

Although the group may consider data available from any sources, its main sources of 
information are often the references cited by offerors in their proposals. Upon receipt of 
proposals, you will determine which of the offeror’s past contract efforts relate to the solicitation 
requirements. The evaluation group should screen the information provided for each of the 
referenced contracts to make an initial determination of its relevance to the current requirement. 
However, the source selection authority is responsible for the final determination of relevancy. 

Relevancy is defined as something that has a logical connection with the matter under 
consideration. Such aspects of relevance include the type of effort (e.g., development, 
production, repair), and the type of requirement (e.g., weapon systems, information systems, 
engineering services, programmed depot maintenance). The objective of the screening is to 
remove from consideration those contract references that are clearly unrelated to the type of 
effort sought. Note that valuable information can be obtained from seemingly unrelated prior 
contracts regarding considerations such as technical capability, management responsiveness, 
proactive process improvements, and ability to handle complex technical or management 
requirements. Other members of the source selection team may be consulted as necessary for 
assistance in determining relevancy. 

______________________________ 
Tailor data relevancy and recency 
to the specifics of each acquisition 

______________________________ 

In some cases, previous contracts as a whole may be similar to the current contract while in 
others only portions of previous contracts may be relevant. For example, we use Ada software 
language in many different government systems. If a solicitation calls for the development of 
Ada software for an aircraft system, the contractor might identify a previous effort where it 
developed Ada software for a satellite terminal. We may consider that previous effort to be 
relevant for purposes of assessing the contractor’s ability to develop Ada software even though 
the underlying system is different from the current requirement. Another example is the 
evaluation of the contractor’s management, planning, and scheduling of subcontractors on a past 
service contract for a current production requirement calling for integration skills. 

Note that, in the case of mergers or joint ventures, only that part of the newly formed corporation 
identified with the relevant experience should be evaluated. 

The evaluation group should consider the most recent data available. The best practice is to 
select similar efforts that are either still in progress or just completed, and that have at least one 
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year of performance history. While the actual cut-off time should be determined by the 
contracting officer on a case-by-case basis, the currency of the information requested should be 
determined by the commodity and the specific circumstances of the acquisition. 

How Much Weight to Give Past Performance 

Past performance should be given sufficient evaluation weight to ensure that it is meaningfully 
considered throughout the source selection process and will be a valid discriminator among the 
proposals received. 

________________________________ 
Weight past performance sufficiently 
to ensure it is a valid discriminator 

_______________________________ 

What are the Rating Categories? 

In planning the acquisition, the evaluation group develops a rating scheme for evaluating past 
performance. The group may use the following definitions of performance risk to describe the 
results of its assessment: 

• Outstanding. Very Low Performance Risk. Based on the offeror’s performance 
record, essentially no doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the 
required effort.   

• Above Average. Low Performance Risk. Based on the offeror’s performance record, 
little doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

• Satisfactory. Moderate Performance Risk. Based on the offeror’s performance 
record, some doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required 
effort.   

• Marginal. High Performance Risk. Based on the offeror’s performance record, 
substantial doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.   

• Unsatisfactory. Very High Performance Risk. Based on the offeror’s performance 
record, extreme doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required 
effort.   

• Unknown Performance Risk. No performance record identifiable. See "How to 
Evaluate No Past Performance." 

How to Evaluate No Past Performance 

In most cases the evaluation group will find some related government or other public or private 
past performance information for each contractor and subcontractor. Such information will 
usually surface if the evaluation approach allows a broad interpretation of relevancy or takes into 
account information regarding the past performance of predecessor companies, key personnel 
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who have relevant experience, or subcontractors that will perform key aspects of the 
requirement. 

Occasionally, however, an evaluation group cannot find any relevant information. In those cases, 
you must treat an offeror’s lack of past performance as an unknown performance risk, having no 
positive or negative evaluative significance. This allows the government to evaluate past 
performance in a manner that is fair to newcomers. It neither rewards nor penalizes firms without 
relevant performance history. The method and criteria for evaluating offerors with no relevant 
past performance information should be constructed for each specific acquisition to ensure that 
such offerors are not evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance. 

You may use a variety of rating methods to evaluate offerors with no past performance history. 
Regardless of the method selected, the solicitation must clearly describe the approach that will be 
used for evaluating offerors with no relevant performance history. 

__________________________________ 
Encourage newcomers to identify other 
related past performance information 
_________________________________ 

You can also ease the impact on newcomers by including language in the solicitation that 
encourages them to identify related past performance information for Federal, state and local 
government contracts, commercial contracts, key personnel, and major subcontractors. 

What to Include in the Solicitation 

The solicitation, at a minimum, must clearly describe the approach you will use to evaluate past 
performance. The approach must include what past performance information you will evaluate, 
how it will be evaluated, its weight or relative importance to the other evaluation factors and 
subfactors, and how you will evaluate offerors with no past performance history. The amount of 
information you request should be tailored to the circumstances of the acquisition. The amount 
should be reasonable and not impose excessive burdens on offerors or evaluators. The proposal 
evaluation information, as a minimum, should clearly state that: 

• The government will conduct a performance risk assessment based upon the past 
performance of the offerors and their proposed major subcontractors as it relates to 
the probability of successfully performing the solicitation requirements; 

• In conducting the performance risk assessment, the government may use data 
provided by the offeror and data obtained from other sources; and 

• While the government may elect to consider data obtained from other sources, the 
burden of providing thorough and complete past performance information rests with 
the offeror. 

The proposal submission instructions must, as a minimum, instruct offerors to submit recent and 
relevant information concerning contracts and subcontracts (including Federal, State, and local 
government and private) that demonstrate their ability to perform the proposed effort. 
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Rather than having the offeror submit a lengthy narrative response, the information requested 
should be limited to a half-page summary of the offeror’s performance claim for each contract or 
subcontract. The summary should include contract numbers, contract type, description and 
relevancy of the work, dollar value, contract award and completion dates, and names, phone 
numbers, and e-mail addresses for references in contracting and technical areas. 

In addition, offerors should be given the opportunity to explain why they consider the contracts 
they have referenced as being relevant to the proposed acquisition. Relevancy is defined as 
something that has a logical connection with the matter under consideration. (See section 
entitled, Data Relevancy.) The instructions should also permit offerors to provide information on 
problems encountered on such contracts and the actions taken to correct such problems. Also, it 
is important that the offeror specifically describe the work that its major subcontractors will 
perform so that the evaluation group can conduct a meaningful performance risk assessment on 
each major subcontractor. 

A best practice is to use presolicitation exchanges of information with industry, (e.g., draft 
solicitations, presolicitation/preproposal conferences) to explain the approach you will use to 
evaluate performance risk. This helps to ensure that potential offerors have a clear understanding 
of how their past performance will be evaluated. 

The Past Performance Evaluation Process 

How to Begin 

The evaluation group leader should hold a meeting of group members as soon as possible prior to 
the receipt of proposals to outline the evaluation process, obtain signed nondisclosure statements, 
and distribute the evaluation plan and Request for Proposal (RFP). The requiring activity should 
brief the evaluation group on the technical requirements of the acquisition. A best practice is to 
limit the past performance evaluation to a few (normally three or four) most recent and relevant 
contracts. 

______________________________ 
Limit the evaluation to a few most 

recent and relevant contracts 
_____________________________ 

The group leader may assign each group member an offeror(s) for whom they will screen the 
available data to select the most recent and relevant references for in-depth fact finding. 
However, some contracting activities prefer to assign the work by functional area rather than by 
offeror. In either event, the group members will meet after gathering past performance 
information, to determine the performance risk ratings. 

What Sources of Data are Available? 

The evaluation group may consider data available from many sources, including data from 
various automated databases, but its main sources of information are often the references cited 
by offerors in their proposals. Upon receipt of proposals and any information on past contracts 
from government or commercial sources, the evaluation group will assess which of the offeror’s 
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past contract efforts relate to the solicitation requirements. These assessments of relevancy are 
judgment calls. 

Can the Evaluation Group Use Commercial References? 

The best practice is to rely on government sources of information. However, it is permissible to 
use other public and private references such as Dun and Bradstreet, information received from 
commercial and foreign government sources, awards of excellence or vendor quality 
certifications that reflect on companies performing the work, when appropriate. These references 
should be relevant to the effort set out in the solicitation. 

Verifying Past Performance Data 

The evaluation group should verify information received from all sources, whether contained in 
government evaluation reports on completed work, a database, or other public or private sources, 
to ensure accuracy. The use of such references for one offeror does not require the same for all 
offerors so long as sufficient information is available for them. The verification must seek to 
identify supporting rationale for any evaluation report so that performance assessments always 
rely on supported statements, even if the source of the information is part of a database. 

_____________________ 
Verify all information, 

even if from a data base 
_____________________ 

How to Collect Information 

The evaluation group gathers information through the use of questionnaires, telephonic inquiries, 
and various databases. Experience indicates that questionnaires provide useful but incomplete 
information. A helpful approach is to start by sending a questionnaire tailored to the source 
selection to each reference and to conclude by calling those who respond with pertinent 
information. Whether you send questionnaires or not, you will most likely conclude by calling 
the reference to obtain more detail or clarification. While telephone interviews are an excellent 
means to obtain information, innovations in the field of technology have afforded us with 
additional means of verification such as e-mail. 

Questionnaires should be short, concise and consist of no more than a page to a page and a half 
of questions. 

Where to Conduct Telephone Interviews 

Following the screening of previous contracts for further in-depth review, each evaluation group 
member should send questionnaires and/or initiate telephone calls to the identified references for 
those efforts. The interviewing and reporting of results are usually individual efforts conducted 
by each evaluation group member. However, it is sometimes helpful to collect information as a 
group through the use of conference calls. In any event, the environment in which this work is 
done significantly impacts both the time required to complete this portion of the process and the 
quality of the results. These activities are hampered severely if each group member attempts to 
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conduct telephone interviews at their normal work site with all of its attendant interruptions, 
distractions, and security risks. 

If, on the other hand, the group members are able to assemble as a group for telephone 
interviews, they will be able to provide considerable reinforcement and instant feedback for one 
another. Group members should be able to devote their undivided attention to this initial 
assessment process. Although this approach requires a secure area that is large enough to 
accommodate all of the group members, the resulting benefits are significant. 

How to Conduct Telephone Interviews 

The telephone interview process is an art form. Until a smooth conversation pattern is developed, 
it is an inherently uncomfortable situation for many people. There will be some difficulty 
learning how to start a telephone interview, keep it moving, and cover all important areas. As the 
interviewing process continues, the evaluation group member usually uncovers special items of 
interest that he or she will want to pursue through follow-up calls. 

At least two references should be contacted on each previous contract effort selected for in-depth 
review. The contracting officer, program manager, and contracting officer’s representative often 
prove to be excellent sources of information. Additional references are often identified during the 
interviews. Maximum effectiveness occurs when the expertise of the evaluation group 
interviewer matches that of the reference. 

Prior to initiating a telephone interview, a group member should gather all available information 
on a specific effort and draft a list of questions. There may be a common group of questions for 
all offerors and/or tailored questions for each offeror, depending upon the circumstances. These 
questions can either be sent as questionnaires to each reference or be used by the group member 
during the telephone interview. 

At the start of each telephone interview, the group member should explain the purpose of the call 
and request voluntary assistance from the reference. The interviewer should explain that he or 
she will document the results of the conversation. There is usually no need to divulge the 
solicitation number, program description, or other identifying information to the reference. 
If you do so, you need to obtain a nondisclosure statement. 

In most instances the reference will willingly provide the information requested. In those rare 
cases when the reference is reluctant to participate, the interviewer should assure the reference of 
anonymity. At the least, the reference should be requested to provide additional references. 

It is important to pursue and document the underlying facts supporting any conclusory 
statements received on a contractor. The evaluation group member can determine neither the 
magnitude of a reported problem nor its possible impact on the current risk assessment without 
first understanding the details surrounding the problem. It is helpful for the group members to 
meet periodically to share information and ideas. 

How to Document Telephone Interviews 
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During the interview, each evaluator must take notes on a Telephone Interview Record.  
Immediately following each interview, the evaluators must compare notes and prepare a 
consensus narrative summary of the conversation on the Past Performance Evaluation 
Worksheet.  

How to Assign Performance Risk Ratings 

Once the telephone interviews are completed, the entire evaluation group needs to assess all 
offerors and assign performance risk ratings. The evaluation group should note instances of good 
or poor performance and relate them to the solicitation requirements and evaluation factors. Once 
again, it is helpful for the evaluation group to review the statement of work, specifications, and 
the evaluation approach described in the solicitation. If the evaluation group identifies past 
performance problems, it should consider the context of the problems and the role government 
fault or mitigating circumstances played. 

The evaluation group should not limit its inquiry solely to the proposing entity if other corporate 
divisions, contractors or subcontractors will perform a critical element of the proposed effort. 
The performance record of those organizations should be assessed in accordance with the 
solicitation. Performance risk assessments should consider the number and severity of problems, 
the demonstrated effectiveness of corrective actions taken (not just planned or promised), and 
the overall work record. 

The evaluation group’s assessment is usually based upon subjective judgment. It is not intended 
to be a mechanical process or a simple arithmetic function of an offeror’s performance on a list 
of contracts. Rather the information deemed most relevant and significant by the group should 
receive the greatest consideration. The assessment should include a description of the underlying 
rationale for the conclusions reached. As long as that rationale is reasonable, it will withstand 
scrutiny even if other reasonable conclusions exist. 

A word of caution is appropriate concerning offeror promises to correct past performance 
failures, as opposed to actions already taken to correct such failures. A promise to improve does 
not, by itself, improve past performance. However, demonstrated corrective actions reflect a 
commitment to rectify past performance problems, and therefore, can lower the risk of similar 
performance failures. 

Disclosing Past Performance Information to Offerors 

The contracting officer must also provide offerors with the opportunity to comment on negative 
past performance information on which offerors have not had a previous opportunity to 
comment. This practice ensures fairness for the competing offerors. The validation process is 
particularly important when the negative information is provided by only one reference, or when 
there is any doubt concerning the accuracy of the information. Usually, negative information 
reflects performance that was less than satisfactory, although this is a judgment call that will 
depend upon the circumstances of the acquisition. Note that while the government must disclose 
past performance problems to offerors it shall not disclose the names of individuals who 
provided information about an offeror’s past performance. 
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A special problem arises with respect to subcontractors. Past performance information pertaining 
to a subcontractor cannot be disclosed to a private party without the subcontractor’s consent. 
Because a prime contractor is a private party, the government needs to obtain the subcontractor’s 
consent before disclosing its past performance information to the prime during negotiations. 
There are a variety of ways to obtain subcontractor consent. For example, the solicitation could 
require the prime to submit its subcontractor’s consent along with the prime’s proposal to the 
government. 

What to Include in the Assessment Report 

The goal is to avoid saying too much or too little in the evaluation report. Although there is no 
need to restate everything contained in the telephone memoranda, the evaluation group must 
provide the source selection authority with sufficient information to make informed judgments. 

Conclusory statements must be supported by the underlying factual basis. The best practice is to 
state the conclusion and provide specific examples that support that conclusion. 

To ensure that the risk assessments provide the necessary background information and are 
structured consistently, the entire evaluation group should review and evaluate the report on each 
offeror. During this review, the evaluation group should correct statements that appear 
unsupported, inconsistent, or unnecessary. 

Occasionally the evaluation group will be unable to arrive at a unanimous agreement on a 
particular risk assessment. If this occurs, the evaluation group may include the dissenting opinion 
as part of the assessment report. 

Reporting the Past Performance Evaluation Results 

The evaluation group’s submission of the assessment report usually completes the major portion 
of its work. The evaluation group leader, should remind the source selection official of the 
purpose of the group and the past performance evaluation approach, including offerors with no 
past performance history, described in the solicitation. This is to ensure that everyone fully 
comprehends the significance of the results being reported. Experience reveals that source 
selection officials are more apt to rely upon evaluation group results if they thoroughly 
understand the process. 

How to Treat Past Performance Information 

Information concerning the past performance of an offeror or of its proposed subcontractors 
should be treated as sensitive source selection information. This information sometimes includes 
information that is proprietary, such as trade secrets and confidential commercial or financial 
data that would not be released under the Freedom of Information Act. Current laws, regulations, 
and policies governing storage, access, disclosure, and marking of source selection and 
proprietary information must be observed at all times. Questions concerning the procedures for 
the handling of past performance information should be referred to the contracting officer or 
legal counsel for resolution. 
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The evaluation group must retain the records of its activity throughout the source selection 
process. Upon contract award or cancellation of the solicitation, all evaluation group records are 
provided to the contracting officer for retention along with the other source selection documents.
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Appendix E 
 

Guidelines for Oral Presentations 
Overview 

This appendix will help you understand oral presentations and utilize them during the source 
selection process. It should always be used in conjunction with the basic best value guide. 

Introduction 

For internal decision making, we don’t generate volumes of written material and data and expect 
the decision-maker to read it all and make a decision. We present the facts in a briefing (an oral 
presentation), discuss the issue and answer questions, and get a decision. 

Oral presentations can substitute for a portion of the traditional written proposal in competitive 
negotiated acquisitions and serve the purpose of a briefing. Oral presentations have emerged as 
one approach offering promise of saving time, staff resources, and money. 

The purpose of this Appendix is not to present "best practices" or to dictate a "right" or "wrong" 
approach to the use of oral presentations. We do not have enough practical experience to know 
exactly what is best or right or wrong. We believe that, like most other tools that are available, 
the particular circumstances must be used to determine the correct use of this method. 

Nonetheless, there are some guidelines and principles for use of oral presentations. By 
considering these guidelines, oral presentations can become a powerful and useful approach to 
doing business and streamlining the acquisition process. 

What is An Oral Presentation? 

Oral presentations provide offerors an opportunity to present information verbally that they 
would ordinarily provide in writing. Oral presentations eliminate, or greatly reduce, the need for 
written material, where information can be verbally conveyed more efficiently and effectively. 
Evaluators can receive information as to the capability of the offeror -- generally demonstrating 
its understanding of the work or describing how the work will be performed -- directly from the 
key members of the offeror’s team that will actually perform the work. 

For the purposes of this guidance, an oral presentation presents verbally proposal information 
that traditionally is presented in writing. It is conducted in real time and permits communication 
between presenter and evaluator, so it could be in person or via video teleconference, for 
example. A taped video presentation, therefore, does not constitute an oral presentation. It does 
not provide the advantages of communicating and exchanging information. If offerors perceive it 
as an expensive proposition because of the need for professional taping facilities, it could 
become a barrier to market entry. This could particularly impact small business. 
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Whether you use an oral presentation or get everything in writing, the same principles of 
fairness, impartiality, and good business judgment must be followed. 

When Should You Consider an Oral Presentation? 

Clearly, there is no one best approach for using oral presentations. They can be used in a variety 
of acquisitions using different contract types. You can design a scheme that best fits the nature of 
the acquisition and the availability of resources. You must be prepared to commit resources and 
capable evaluators to this intense and innovative process. Your methodology can include the 
most appropriate features that can streamline your particular solicitation and source selection. On 
the other hand, if your design includes inappropriate features because of poor business 
judgement or an attempt to use a "one size fits all approach," you will not gain the efficiencies 
and savings in time and costs that are possible. Worse, you may end up with a failed process that 
ends in a protest or other litigation. 

Oral presentations are most useful when the requirements are clear and complete. They seem to 
work especially well with performance and functional specifications and statements of work. If 
you request complex management or technical information, your presenters and evaluators will 
not be able to effectively use oral presentations. 

______________________________ 
Oral presentations can be effective 
in evaluating offeror qualifications 

and understanding of the work 
______________________________ 

If you are requesting information to evaluate an offeror’s qualifications or understanding of the 
work, an oral presentation can be an effective tool. A multiple-award task order contract might 
be a prime candidate in this regard. Usually you will be evaluating the capability and 
understanding of the offerors for the type of work to be done -- exactly the type of information 
an oral presentation can most effectively provide. The actual work will be specifically defined in 
each order. 

In deciding whether to use oral presentations, you might also consider industry input. Your 
market research might reveal circumstances that are favorable or unfavorable to its use. Later in 
the process, you may get feedback from a draft solicitation or a preproposal conference that 
makes an oral presentation more or less attractive as a part of your source selection. 

Planning For an Oral Presentation 

You first decide and plan on the use of oral presentations when the source selection or evaluation 
plan is developed. At this point the evaluation factors and subfactors and proposal preparation 
instructions are determined. This is when you decide if your particular circumstances are 
appropriate for an oral presentation and how it will be included in your source selection process. 

The oral presentation method does present some unusual considerations. Offerors will be 
presenting information orally instead of in writing. The solicitation must clearly identify the 
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ground rules for conducting oral presentations and include adequate information from which 
offerors can prepare their proposals. 

Evaluation Factors and Subfactors 

You decide on the proper discriminators to make the source selection based on your 
requirements, objectives, perceived risks, and market research. Once the factors and subfactors 
are selected, then you can decide whether the information required to evaluate the offeror can be 
reasonably presented orally. Technical and management information are generally the subjects of 
oral presentations. The factors and subfactors in these areas should be selected to determine how 
well qualified the offeror is to perform the work, how well the offeror understands the work, and 
how the offeror will approach the work. In most situations, the oral presentation will be limited 
to, and directed to, those evaluation factors and subfactors. 

Proposal Preparation Instructions 

If oral presentations are appropriate, you must notify offerors in the RFP that oral presentations 
will be used to evaluate and select the contractor. Highlight this in the solicitation cover letter 
and/or the Executive Summary. Likewise, the proposal preparation instructions must contain 
explicit instructions and guidance regarding the extent and nature of the process that will be 
used. For instance, the Proposal Preparation Instructions may require the oral presentation to 
follow a detailed outline which directly relates the information presented to the evaluation 
factors and subfactors or may direct the order in which material is presented, and may divide the 
presentation into topics, tasks, or sections. You may want to give the offeror a "pop quiz" as part 
of the presentation. If you do, however, you may have to develop variations of your quiz if some 
offerors are using the same subcontractors so that those later presenters don’t have a prepared 
answer. Also, consider if you want the offeror to submit the presentation material (e.g., charts) 
before the actual presentation. 

The instructions governing the oral presentation should discourage elaborate presentations or 
presentation material. You don’t want a dog and pony show. 

Developing Sound Preparation Instructions For Oral Presentations 

• Describe the topics that the offeror must address orally and the technical and 
management factors that must be covered; 

• State the total amount of time that will be available to make the presentation and 
who must make the presentation; 

• Describe the limitations on Government-offeror interaction during, and, if 
possible after, the presentation; 

• State whether the presentation will constitute discussions; 

• State whether the presentation will encompass price or cost and fee; 

• Describe the characteristics and arrangement of the presentation site; 
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• State the rules governing the use of presentation media; 

• Describe the format and content of presentation documentation, and their 
delivery; 

• State whether the presentation will be video or audio taped; and 

• State the approximate timeframe when presentations will be made. 

Types of Information 

Determining the types of information that will be provided orally is extremely important. Trying 
to collect and evaluate the wrong type of information will not only make the evaluation more 
difficult, if not impossible, but also slow the process and probably rob you of the benefits of 
using oral presentations in the first place. Also, you can create problems later in the process, e.g., 
in determining the competitive range or in conducting discussions. Oral presentations can convey 
information in such diverse areas as: responses to sample tasks and other "tests"; understanding 
requirements; experience; quality of samples; and transition plans. You cannot fairly collect or 
evaluate cost/price information, representations and certifications, and personnel resumes orally. 
Complex and detailed information that will become part of the contract will also be difficult to 
obtain and evaluate orally. Remember, you cannot incorporate oral statements in the contract by 
reference. Any information that you want to be made part of the contract needs to be put in 
writing. 

Proposal information will consist of both written and oral material. As a rule of thumb, hard data 
("facts") regarding an offeror’s performance history and contractual commitments should be 
provided as part of the written information. Soft data (e.g., capability, plans, approaches) can be 
conveyed accurately and in sufficient detail through oral presentation. 

Timing of the Presentation 

The question here is when to hear the oral presentation. This timing decision should focus on 
how the information will be used in the process and how it affects your potential offerors. If you 
intend to award on the basis of initial proposals, the timing is not so important. If the 
presentation is going to be part of the competitive range determination, then timing is important 
and you must be careful to make sure you don’t get into "discussions" or "negotiations" before, 
during, or immediately after the presentation. 

Since preparing and presenting an oral presentation involves time and expense, you don’t want to 
require presentations from offerors who aren’t likely to be a serious candidate for award. This 
can be an important consideration with small business. When this is a concern, you may want to 
hold oral presentations after you have established the competitive range. 
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Preliminary Matters 

Selecting the Order of the Presentations 

A lottery or drawing lots by the Contracting Officer is most often used to determine the sequence 
of presentations. The time between the first and the last presentation should be as short as 
possible to minimize any advantage to the later presenters. The solicitation should spell out how 
the selection will be made. You must also decide up front whether any rescheduling will be 
permitted if an offeror requests a change after you have set the schedule. Consider scheduling 
problems and how many presentations and evaluators are involved. 

The Facility 

Usually you will want to conduct the presentations at a facility that you can control. This will 
probably be more convenient for both sides; it helps you guard against surprises, and ensures a 
more level playing field. However, nothing precludes an oral presentation at an offeror’s facility. 
This may be more efficient if site visits, or other demonstrations, are part of the source selection. 

Facility Rules of Thumb 

• Make it comfortable for both the presenters and the Government evaluators. The 
room should be large enough to accommodate all of the participants, the recording 
equipment, lighting, audiovisual aids, and furniture. 

• Make it accessible. 

• Make it available, if possible, for inspection by the offerors prior to the time set 
for the actual presentation. 

The solicitation should describe the facility and resources available to the offeror. In addition, the 
solicitation should be clear as to what types of equipment will be available for the presentation, 
what equipment, if any, should be provided by the offeror, and any prohibitions regarding 
equipment types and uses. In addition to making the facility available for inspection, you might 
consider making it available to offerors for a practice session if circumstances warrant. Allowing 
offerors to get acquainted with the facility will help ensure that it does not detract from the 
presentation content. 

Discussion of Ground Rules 

Prior to any presentations, the contracting officer should discuss responsibilities, both during and 
following the presentation, with all the Government participants. Remind them that an oral 
presentation is source selection sensitive and that they may not discuss, within or outside the 
agency, (except among themselves) anything that occurred or was said at a presentation. 

You should also go over the guidelines for the scope of questions and information exchanges 
with offerors during the presentation. Make sure everyone understands that the intent is to 
encourage the exchange of information. But you also have to ensure that any limits are clearly 
understood. If you are combining the presentation with discussions, this is less of a problem. If 
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you intend to avoid discussions, you will have to establish clear guidelines such as the 
Contracting Officer/Contract Specialist controlling all exchanges during the presentation. You 
want to avoid too much control and regulation that might inhibit exchanges of information. Good 
training and experience in this technique will take care of most of these potential problems. 

Recording the Presentation 

Recording the presentation is not only required, it makes good business sense and has some 
distinct advantages. A recording permits evaluators to review the presentation to verify 
information. In the event of a protest or litigation, you will have an exact record of the 
presentation. Obviously, if you record one, you must record them all and only the Government 
should be permitted to record the presentation. Several methods, such as videotape, audiotape, or 
verbatim written transcripts, are available. 

If videotaping is to be used, an audiovisual specialist should be used to operate the taping 
equipment to ensure the quality of the recording. The videotaping facilities should allow for 
natural behavior of presenters. If slides or view graphs are used, the camera should view both the 
podium and screen at the same time. Microphones should be placed so that all communications 
can be recorded clearly and at adequate volume. The videotape will become part of the official 
record, and a copy should be furnished to the offeror. As part of the official record, the recording 
is considered Source Selection Sensitive and should be treated accordingly. Similar 
considerations exist when only an audiotape will be recorded. The point is that every effort 
should be made to avoid letting the recording become the focus of the presentation. 

Conducting the Oral Presentation 

Government Attendance 

As a general rule, all of the Government evaluators should be present at every presentation. The 
Contracting Officer/Contract Specialist must attend and should chair every presentation. 
Obviously, the Source Selection Authority must decide whether to attend all the presentations or 
none of them. 

Reviewing the Ground Rules 

Prior to the presentation, the Contracting Officer/Contract Specialist should review the ground 
rules for the presentation with the offeror. You should discuss any restrictions on Government-
offeror information exchanges, information disclosure rules, documentation requirements, and 
housekeeping items. 

_________________________________________ 
Make sure everyone knows the rules in advance 
_________________________________________ 

If you are using a quiz as part of your evaluation, you also need to discuss the ground rules for 
that. Can the offeror caucus before answering? Can the offeror contact outside sources by cell 
phone before responding? Make sure that everyone knows the rules. 



 

E-7  

Presenters 

Presentations should be made by the offeror’s key personnel who will perform or personally 
direct the work being described, such as project managers, task leaders, and other in-house staff. 
You need to avoid letting the oral presentation become the domain of the professional presenter. 

This would be another way to increase costs, detract from the advantages of oral presentations, 
and adversely affect small businesses. This is your opportunity to actually meet and evaluate the 
people who will be leading or doing the work. 

_______________________________ 
Presenters should be those who will 

be directly involved in the work 
______________________________ 

Submitting videotapes or other forms of media in addition to the presentation should be avoided. 
If there is major subcontracting, members of subcontractor staff should make the relevant 
presentation. By requiring the oral presentation to cover only useful information and by limiting 
the amount of time available for the presentation, sales pitches and costs can be minimized. 

Time Limit 

You have to establish a firm time limit for each presentation in the solicitation. You should also 
restrict the amount and type of presentation material that an offeror may use during the 
presentation. You may want to restrict the number of charts or the number of bullets on each 
chart. There is no "ideal" amount of time to be allotted. The only indicators to follow are the 
complexity of the acquisition and your own (or others) experience and lessons learned. If you are 
planning a question and answer session, you should exclude it from the allotted time for the 
presentation or set a separate time limit for it. 

It is not advisable to limit the time for individual topics or sections within the presentation. As 
with the proposal itself, this detail is the responsibility of the presenter. 

Exchanging Information with Offerors During the Oral Presentation 

Open communication and dialog between the offeror and the Government are one of the primary 
benefits to using oral presentations. As indicated previously, the nature and extent of information 
exchanges between the offeror and the Government evaluation team is an issue that must be met 
head on. The rules established in regulation regarding exchanges with offerors during the course 
of the solicitation process must be watched carefully. This can be especially important if you 
decide to have your presentations before you establish the competitive range or you are 
contemplating making an award without discussions. You do not want to inadvertently trigger 
the rules regarding discussions. Establishing the ground rules in the solicitation for exchanges 
during the presentation and reviewing them before the presentation is a must. However, limiting 
dialog to questions that merely repeat statements that may not have been heard by the evaluators 
makes little sense and adds little value in improving the understanding of the offeror’s 
presentation. 
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On the other hand, if you’ve already established the competitive range, the oral presentation may 
be the optimal setting for conducting discussions. 

Evaluation of Presentations 

Again, there is no firm rule regarding the best time to evaluate the presentation. Generally, the 
sooner the better. There are many factors to consider: how many presentations there are; how 
long each presentation is allowed; and how many evaluators are involved. Evaluations can be 
performed immediately following each presentation. The evaluations could be performed after 
all of the presentations have been made, possibly after reviewing the videotape again. If you 
decide to wait, the evaluators should caucus following each presentation to exchange reactions, 
summarize potential strengths and weaknesses, and verify perceptions and understandings. Using 
preprinted evaluation forms will help the evaluators collect their thoughts and impressions. 
These forms will be useful no matter when evaluations are done and will be more useful if the 
evaluation standards are preprinted on the form. Remember, even if you use preprinted forms, 
evaluators have to provide the rationale for their conclusions. 

Documentation 

The solicitation should require that the offeror provide a listing of names and position titles of all 
presenters and copies of all slides and other briefing materials that will be used. The presentation 
might be more useful if the materials are provided to the evaluators before the presentation so 
they can familiarize themselves with the information. These items become part of the official 
record along with the audio or video tape recording or transcript. The master copy of the tape or 
transcript should be sealed and securely stored to ensure there would be no allegations of 
tampering in the event of a protest or court action requiring additional copies to be made. Your 
ground rules should be clear about how you will treat documents or information referenced in the 
presentation material but never presented orally. You should also be clear about how you will 
evaluate material that doesn’t comply with your solicitation instructions, such as too many charts 
or too many bullets per chart. Remember, the object is to communicate information efficiently, 
effectively, and fairly and to avoid surprises. 

Advantages Of Oral Presentations 

Oral presentations have the potential of significantly reducing the time and costs associated with 
the source selection process. Both sides can benefit from this. Oral presentations can avoid 
lengthy written marketing pitches and essay writing contests. Some types of written proposal 
information, particularly technical and management, which are costly to prepare, may be better 
conveyed and understood when explained orally or demonstrated visually. 

Oral presentation techniques also allow greater "face-to-face" interaction between buyers and 
sellers. Through an oral presentation, evaluators often gain a view of the offeror’s key personnel 
by witnessing how they present themselves, how they work together, and how they communicate 
technical information to Government personnel. This process provides many of the features of a 
"job interview" of the proposed key individuals such as the Project Manager. Additionally, the 
oral presentation process may provide an opportunity to separate offerors who really have the 
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expertise to satisfy the requirement from those offerors who simply know how to write a great 
proposal. 

Advantages Of Oral Presentations 

• Can Save Significant Time 
• Can Improve Communication Between the Government and Offerors 
• Can Reduce Government Evaluations Costs 
• Can Reduce Offerors’ Proposal Preparation Costs 
• Can Increase Competition by Reducing Market Entry Barriers 
• Can Improve Ability to Select Most Advantageous Offer 

Conclusion 

Real world application of the use of oral presentations in competitive source selections has 
already proven the concept workable and beneficial. Reaction from both Government and 
industry has been generally favorable. There are several advantages for both parties in this 
process. Oral presentations do require planning, flexibility, and understanding the rules by 
everyone involved. Consider being an observer at an actual oral presentation so you are prepared 
for the give and take and potential benefits that you can gain from this process. 

Practical Hints On the Use Of Oral Presentations 

• Presenters should not include overly detailed, technical information on slides. 
Attempting to put a written technical proposal on presentation slides makes it difficult 
for evaluators to read and follow. 

• Ask for briefing materials in advance of the presentation so that the evaluators 
attending the presentation can review them. This will improve the evaluators’ ability 
to understand the presentation. 

• The setting for the oral presentation should be comfortable and free from 
disturbance and interruption. 

• The proposal preparation instructions should clearly state whether the information in 
the oral presentation will be used solely for evaluation purposes in selecting the 
contractor, or whether such information may become part of the contract. 

• The Government should not accept any materials that were not actually part of the 
oral presentation. 

• Where time limits or restrictions on the amount of presentation material will be 
used, such restrictions should be clearly identified in the solicitation. 

• Allow sufficient time between presentations to permit the evaluation team to caucus 
and reach consensus. 
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• If practicable, evaluate and rate the oral presentations immediately after each  
presentation is made. 

• Require the offeror’s key personnel to make the oral presentation. 

• Schedule the oral presentations as soon as practicable after receipt of proposals. 

• If award on the basis of initial proposals is not contemplated, if possible, limit the 
oral presentations to only those firms in the competitive range. 

• Do not replicate information already requested in the written proposal in the oral 
presentation. 

• Judiciously limit evaluation factors and subfactors to what’s most important to the 
source selection and clearly identify the factors that apply to the oral presentation.
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Appendix F 
 

Guidelines for Conducting Debriefings 
Overview 

This appendix provides easy to follow guidance for conducting both pre-award and post-award 
debriefings. It should always be used in conjunction with the basic best value guide. Using this 
guidance will result in meaningful debriefings and will instill greater confidence in the 
acquisition process. Comprehensive and open debriefings will strengthen and enhance our 
relationship with industry. 

What Is A Debriefing? 

A debriefing is a meeting between government personnel and an offeror who has been eliminated 
from the competition either prior to or after contract award. The purposes of a debriefing are: 

• To explain the rationale for exclusion from the competition. 

• To instill confidence in the offeror that it was treated fairly. 

• To assure the offeror that proposals were evaluated in accordance with the 
solicitation and applicable laws and regulations. 

• To identify weaknesses in the offeror’s proposal so the offeror can prepare better 
proposals in future government acquisitions. 

• To reduce misunderstandings and protests. 

• To give the offeror an opportunity to provide feedback regarding the solicitation, 
discussions, evaluation, and the source selection process. 

A debriefing is NOT: 

• A page-by-page analysis of the offeror’s proposal. 

• A comprehensive point-by-point comparison of the proposals of the debriefed 
offeror and the successful offeror(s). 

• A debate or defense of the government’s award decision or evaluation results. 

_______________________________ 
Debriefings enhance understanding 

of the selection process 
______________________________ 
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Who Is Entitled To A Debriefing? 

Whenever the Government awards a contract based on competitive proposals, an unsuccessful 
offeror is entitled to a debriefing if it timely requests one. Debriefings are not required when 
sealed bidding procedures are used. 

Offerors excluded from the competitive range or otherwise excluded from the competition before 
award may request a pre-award or post-award debriefing. 

Good business practice dictates that the Government should debrief the awardee if requested. 
Although the Government often conducts a post-award conference with the awardee, that 
meeting does not necessarily substitute for a debriefing. 

When Must A Debriefing Be Conducted? 

The Government must conduct a debriefing for an unsuccessful offeror if: 

(1) the offeror makes a written request for a debriefing, and 

(2) the request is received by the contracting activity within 3 days after the offeror 
received notice of exclusion from the competition or contract award. 

Here’s a simple rule for computing time periods: Count days as 
calendar days and include weekends and legal holidays. Don’t 
count the day the offeror received the notice. Start with the next day. 
For example, if the offeror received the notice on Tuesday, the 1st 
day is Wednesday, the 2d day is Thursday, and the 3d day is Friday. 
Thus, you must receive the request for the debriefing no later than 
close of business on Friday. 

Establishing the date the offeror received the notice may be difficult if the notice is sent by 
regular mail. Accordingly, you should consider sending the notice by mail with return receipt 
requested or by electronic transmission (fax) with immediate acknowledgment requested. 
Remember, every day of delay in notifying the offeror usually extends by one day the time in 
which a protest may be filed. 

If the request is for a pre-award debriefing, the contracting officer shall make every effort to 
debrief the unsuccessful offeror as soon as practicable. If there are compelling reasons that it is 
not in the Government’s best interest to conduct the debriefing prior to award, the contracting 
officer can delay it no later than the time when post-award debriefings are provided. In such 
cases, you must document the contract file with the rationale for the delay. This debriefing 
should then be conducted as a post-award debriefing. 

If an offeror, who has been eliminated from the competition prior to award requests a delayed 
debriefing (i.e., post-award), the date the offeror knew or should have known the basis of a 
protest shall be the date the offeror received notice of the exclusion from the competition. 
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If you receive a timely request for a post-award debriefing, you must conduct the debriefing 
within 5 days, to the maximum extent practicable, after receipt of the request. Remember that the 
scheduling of a debriefing may have significant ramifications if a protest is later filed. A 
protester filing a protest with the General Accounting Office is entitled to an automatic 
suspension of contract performance if the protest is filed within 5 days of the debriefing date 
offered to the protester (or 10 days after contract award, whichever is later). 

Thus, it is extremely important that you schedule the debriefing for the earliest possible date for 
the Government. You should inform the offeror of the scheduled date in writing by electronic 
means with immediate acknowledgment requested. If the offeror is unable to attend the 
scheduled date and requests a later date, the offeror should be required to acknowledge in writing 
that it was offered an earlier date, but requested the later date instead. This procedure will protect 
the Government’s interests if the offeror subsequently files a protest. 

If an offeror submits an untimely request for debriefing (i.e., received more than 3 days after 
notice of elimination from the competition or contract award), the contracting officer should 
nonetheless conduct a debriefing if feasible. However, the contracting officer should inform the 
offeror that the request is untimely. Untimely requests do not invoke the statutory provision for 
automatic suspension of contract performance unless the protest is filed within 10 days of 
contract award. 

The time periods stated in this guidance were current on the date of publication. However, 
always check with your legal counsel for the latest General Accounting Office rules and 
revisions. 

Where Is A Debriefing Held? 

The contracting officer is responsible for selecting a suitable location for the debriefing that 
ensures a professional presentation in a non-distracting environment. 

A conference room will normally suffice. Obviously, the room must be equipped with the 
necessary audiovisual equipment that will be used during the debriefing. The contracting officer 
should consult with the offeror to ensure that adequate seating will be available for all personnel 
attending. If classified material will be discussed, appropriate arrangements must be made. 

Although face-to-face debriefings are frequently preferable, it is appropriate to conduct 
debriefings by telephone or other electronic means. Sometimes, it will be financially prohibitive 
for the offeror to attend in person. The needs of the offeror should be afforded due consideration, 
but the contracting officer makes the final decision as to the debriefing location. 

If some of the government personnel are located at an installation other than the contracting 
office, the contracting officer may decide that those individuals’ attendance is best accomplished 
by telephone or videoconference. The possibilities are endless -- make use of available 
technology and do what makes sense! 
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Who Attends A Debriefing? 

Government Personnel 

The contracting officer is responsible for chairing the debriefing. This doesn’t mean that the 
contracting officer must conduct the entire debriefing. In fact, usually the contracting officer will 
rely on government technical and cost/price personnel to present the portions of the debriefing 
that address those specialized areas of the offeror’s proposal. The debriefing should be conducted 
with only one offeror at a time. 

The contracting officer identifies the Government debriefing team members. The selection is 
based on the complexities presented in each acquisition. The key is to ensure that knowledgeable 
Government personnel are present. Because of the statutory requirement for a prompt debriefing, 
the contracting officer should tentatively select the team before the contract award is announced. 

When determining the composition of the team, you must keep in mind the objectives of a 
meaningful debriefing. Above all, the Government must display that it fully understood the 
offeror’s proposal. If this is not conveyed, the offeror will obviously have little confidence in the 
conduct of the acquisition. Many debriefings have failed merely because the contracting officer 
did not ensure appropriate Government personnel were present. 

_________________________________________ 
Involve government legal counsel in debriefings 
_________________________________________ 

The contracting officer’s legal counsel should attend the debriefing. Legal counsel should also 
assist in the preparation of the debriefing. If the acquisition is in litigation or under protest, legal 
counsel must attend the debriefing. Legal counsel should be informed of any indicators that a 
protest is likely. However, the contracting officer will not deny a debriefing because a protest is 
threatened or has already been filed. 

Debriefed Offeror Personnel 

The contracting officer should ask an offeror scheduled for a debriefing to identify all individuals 
by name and position who will attend the debriefing. Normally, no limitation should be placed 
on the personnel the debriefed offeror may bring to a debriefing. Nonetheless, space limitations 
of Government facilities may require restrictions in extraordinary cases on the number of offeror 
personnel invited to attend. The contracting officer should not impose restrictions unless the 
contracting officer has determined that all suitable alternate facilities are unavailable. 

There may be times when you should consider offering to have high level officials from the 
requiring activity present at the debriefing if the offeror in turn agrees to have commensurate 
management officials present. This has proven effective when high level officials were 
substantially involved in the acquisition or the acquisition received extensive high-level visibility 
or scrutiny. 
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Preparing For A Debriefing 

______________________________ 
A debriefing requires preparation! 
______________________________ 

Only the foolhardy will attempt to conduct a debriefing unprepared. Experience has shown that 
going into a debriefing unprepared is the surest way to lose the confidence of the offeror and 
increase the prospects of a protest. 

Because debriefings are time sensitive, preparation must begin before proposal evaluation is 
complete. Usually, the proposal evaluation board will assist you in preparing debriefing charts 
and conducting the debriefing. Accordingly, at the time the evaluation board is formed, you must 
inform the evaluators that their duties include assisting with debriefings. 

Preparation for the debriefing should be thorough. Debriefings permit offerors to learn their 
strengths and weaknesses and how to improve future Government proposals. Offerors may also 
rely, however, on these sessions to influence their decision regarding filing a protest. An 
effective debriefing can often deter a protest by demonstrating that the Government conducted a 
thorough, fair evaluation and made a sound decision according to the established solicitation 
evaluation methodology. 

The extent of preparation necessary varies considerably with the complexity of each acquisition. 
Sometimes, merely preparing debriefing charts is sufficient. Other times, dry run rehearsals are 
necessary. 

Finally, all government personnel attending the debriefing must be briefed on their roles and 
expected demeanor during the debriefing. Argumentative or overly defensive conduct should be 
discouraged, and Government personnel should be instructed to make a positive presentation. 

What Materials Should Be Brought Into the Debriefing Room? 

Debriefing material normally consists of briefing charts and notes prepared for use during the 
debriefing. 

• Experience has shown that Government personnel should Not bring the following 
materials into the debriefing room: 

• Proposals of other offerors, and 

• Proposal evaluation reports of other offerors’ proposals. 

The presence of these documents can lead to the inadvertent disclosure of proprietary 
information and prohibited point-by-point comparisons of proposals. 

Experience has also shown that a faulty memory or misstatements by Government personnel are 
detrimental to a successful debriefing. Thus, contracting officers must ensure that necessary 

notes or other documents are accessible during the debriefing.
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Debriefing the Unsuccessful Offeror 

Who’s in Charge? 

The contracting officer is responsible for the debriefing and as such must never lose control of 
the debriefing. 

Introduction 

The debriefing should begin with a brief introduction of all attendees. You should then explain 
the purposes of the debriefing. (Refer to: What is a debriefing?) 

Ground Rules 

Next, you should inform everyone of the ground rules for the debriefing, any time constraints, 
and the debriefing agenda. 

Handling Questions 

During both pre-award and post-award debriefings, the debriefed offeror is permitted to ask 
relevant questions pertaining to whether the Government followed the source selection 
procedures set forth in the solicitation, applicable regulations, and other applicable authorities. 
Often, contracting officers request that questions from the debriefed offeror’s personnel be 
funneled to the debriefed offeror’s main spokesperson who will ask all the questions. This 
practice is permissible and, in fact, often enhances the orderly conduct of a debriefing. 

The contracting officer must make every effort to provide reasonable responses to those 
questions. However, caution must be exercised not to inadvertently disclose proprietary 
information of other offerors. 

Normally, responses should stay within the confines of the guidance stated above. If the 
contracting officer is unprepared to answer a specific question at the debriefing, the contracting 
officer should obtain the answer immediately following the debriefing and promptly furnish it to 
the offeror. To avoid this, you may find it helpful to request written questions ahead of time to 
use in preparing for the debriefing. 

Because the debriefing is the forum for answering reasonable questions, offerors should not be 
invited to submit questions after the debriefing. 

Source Selection Process 

The process used in evaluating proposals, establishing the competitive range, and selecting the 
awardee should be briefly explained. When conducting a post-award debriefing, the source 
selection authority normally should be identified by name. The identities of the evaluators, other 
than those present at the debriefing, are normally not disclosed. Nonetheless, the Government 
must convey to the offeror that the proposals were evaluated by qualified personnel. 
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Evaluation Factors/Subfactors 

The evaluation factors and subfactors disclosed in the solicitation should be restated as the 
foundation for discussing the evaluation results. 

Evaluation Results 

The source selection information disclosed at debriefings for an unsuccessful offeror is governed 
by law, regulation and the sound discretion of the contracting officer. If the contracting officer 
observes the following guidelines for pre and post-award debriefings, there should be little 
concern about inadvertently disclosing unauthorized proprietary information. 

Pre-award Debriefings 

At a minimum, the following information will be disclosed: 

______________________________________ 
(1) The evaluation results of significant 

elements in the debriefed offeror’s proposal. 
______________________________________ 

What are significant elements? If the element was significant enough to eliminate the offeror 
from the competitive range, it is probably significant for debriefing purposes. Include in your 
discussion positive elements of the offeror’s proposal to help him improve future proposals. 

_______________________________________ 
(2) Summary of the rationale for eliminating 

the offeror from the competition. 
______________________________________ 

What Cannot Be Disclosed! (Pre-award) 

In addition to the information that may Not be disclosed in post-award debriefings 
(see What Cannot be Disclosed! (Post-award)), by law the following information 
may not be disclosed in a pre-award debriefing: 

(1) The number of offerors; 

(2) The identity of other offerors; 

(3) The content of other offeror’s proposals; 

(4) The ranking of other offerors; 

(5) The evaluation of other offerors. 

Post-award Debriefings 

At a minimum, the following information will be disclosed: 
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_________________________________________ 
(1) The deficiencies and significant weaknesses 

of the debriefed offeror’s proposal. 
_________________________________________ 

When is a weakness significant? If the weakness was of significant enough concern to warrant its 
discussion during the negotiation phase of the acquisition, it is probably significant for debriefing 
purposes as well. Whereas, if it wasn’t significant enough to warrant discussion, it is not 
significant for debriefing purposes either, unless, of course the weakness was created in the final 
proposal revision. It is also a good practice to discuss the significant advantages of the debriefing 
offeror’s proposal. 

____________________________________ 
(2) The evaluation ratings of the 

debriefed offeror and awardee -- but only 
to the second level of evaluation. 

___________________________________ 

If the evaluation board used adjectival ratings, the adjectives and their definitions contained in 
the evaluation plan should be disclosed. If numerical ratings or color codings were used instead, 
they should be disclosed likewise. 

What is the second level of evaluation? For example, assume the solicitation sets forth the 
following four evaluation factors: Technical, Management, Integrated Logistics 

Support (ILS), and Past Performance. This is the first level of evaluation and the overall ratings 
for each of the four factors would be disclosed. 

If several subfactors were separately rated under a factor (such as Management Approach, 
Proposed Staffing, and Past Corporate Experience in the Management factor), then those 
subfactors constitute the second level of evaluation and their ratings should also be released. 

The evaluation ratings at the third and fourth levels of evaluation of the awardee’s proposal 
should normally not be revealed. If ratings are revealed at these lower levels, it is conceivable 
that the contracting officer may run afoul of the statutory prohibition against point-by-point 
comparisons of proposals. 

Ratings of the debriefed offeror’s proposal may be revealed to these lower levels if necessary to 
explain the rationale for the award decision. Be prepared to explain the rationale for the ratings 
of the debriefed offeror’s proposal. 

___________________________ 
(3) The government’s total 

evaluated costs/prices of the 
debriefed offeror’s proposal. 

__________________________ 
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The total evaluated costs/prices of the debriefed offeror’s proposal should be disclosed for each 
contract line item (CLIN), and an explanation given for any significant cost realism adjustments 
made by the Government at the major cost element level. 

_______________________________ 
(4) The total evaluated costs/prices 

of the awardee’s proposal. 
_______________________________ 

The awardee’s total proposed and evaluated costs/prices for each CLIN should be disclosed. 

Do Not disclose the specific Government cost/price adjustments to the awardee’s proposed 
cost/prices. 

_______________________________ 
(5) Overall ranking of all proposals. 
_______________________________ 

If the source selection authority ranked the proposals (i.e., the best overall proposal, 2d best, 
etc.), the overall ranking of all proposals must be revealed. However, the identities of the other 
unsuccessful offerors should not be revealed. Refer to those offerors by alphanumerical letters or 
other designators. 

______________________________ 
(6) Rationale for award decision. 

______________________________ 

The Government must disclose a summary of the rationale for the contract award decision. The 
rationale is contained in the source selection authority’s (SSA) decision memorandum. 
Contracting officers should furnish the debriefed offeror a copy of the SSA’s memorandum, if 
requested. However, evaluation information concerning the other unsuccessful offerors and 
proprietary information of the award must be redacted prior to release. 

Identify the significant advantages of the awardee’s proposal in general terms without revealing 
confidential proprietary information contained in the awardee’s proposal. (See below, What 
Cannot Be Disclosed!) 

______________________________________ 
(7) The make and model of any commercial 

end items proposed by the awardee. 
______________________________________ 

If the awardee’s proposal includes a commercial item that is an end item under the contract, the 
make and model of the item must be disclosed. 

_______________________________ 
Information Pertaining To Other 
Unsuccessful Offerors That May 
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Be Released (Post-award) 
_______________________________ 

Under certain circumstances, you may release other information such as the final 
overall ratings for non-cost factors and/or the final evaluated cost/price of the other 
unsuccessful offerors. Release of the overall non-cost ratings is discretionary. 
However, release of the total final evaluated cost/price is limited to those situations 
where an unsuccessful offeror consents or the agency determines that the unsuccessful 
offeror, after consulting with it, would not suffer competitive harm from such a 
release. The decision to release any of this information must be made on a case-by-case 
basis with guidance from your legal office. 

What Cannot Be Disclosed! (Post-award) 

By law a debriefing may Not include point-by-point comparisons of the debriefed offeror’s 
proposal with the other proposals. If the ratings of the proposals of the debriefed offeror and the 
awardee are disclosed only to the second level of evaluation, this prohibition should not present a 
problem. 

Also by law, debriefings may NOT disclose information that is exempt from release under the 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) relating to: 

(1) Trade secrets; 

(2) Privileged or confidential manufacturing processes and techniques; 

(3) Commercial and financial information that is privileged or confidential, 
including cost breakdowns, profits, indirect cost/rates, and similar information; 
and 

(4) Names of individuals providing reference information about an offeror’s past 
performance. 

This information is normally referred to as "proprietary information." 

Proprietary information means information contained in a proposal or 
otherwise submitted to the Government that the submitter has marked 
as proprietary. Proprietary information does Not include information 
that is otherwise available without restriction to the Government or the 
public. If you believe that information marked proprietary is not truly 
proprietary, you should contact the assigned legal advisor for an 
appropriate determination before the information is released. 

Debriefing the Awardee 

Although debriefing an awardee is similar in many respects to debriefing an unsuccessful 
offeror, there is one significant difference -- very little information is revealed regarding the 
proposals of the unsuccessful offerors. 
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As discussed in Debriefing The Unsuccessful Offeror, the following outline is suggested: 

• Introduction. 
• Explain the purposes of the debriefing. 
• Announce the ground rules. 
• Summarize the source selection process that was used. 
• State the proposal evaluation factors and subfactors. 
• Reveal the evaluation results: 

(1) The significant advantages of the awardee’s proposal. 

(2) The significant weaknesses of the awardee’s proposal. 

(3) The evaluation ratings of the awardee’s proposal to the second level of 
evaluation. Explain the rating definitions. 

(4) The Government’s total evaluated costs/prices of the awardee’s proposal 
for each Contract Line Item (CLIN). Explain significant cost realism 
adjustments made by the Government to the major cost element level. 

• A summary of the rationale for the contract award decision. 

• The overall ranking of all proposals (if overall rankings were made during source 
selection), but do not identify the unsuccessful offerors by name. 

• Answer relevant questions pertaining to whether the Government followed the 
source selection procedures set forth in the solicitation, applicable regulations, and 
other authorities. 

The Post-debriefing Memorandum 

The contracting officer must include a summary of each debriefing in the contract file. Good 
post-debriefing memorandums are essential if the acquisition is reopened or resolicited as a 
result of a protest or otherwise within 1 year of the contract award date. 

In those circumstances, the law requires that the contracting agency make available to all 
offerors information regarding the proposal of the awardee that was provided to other offerors at 
debriefings on the prior contract. This requirement is designed, in part, to place all offerors on a 
level playing field. Thus, the need for good post-debriefing memorandums is apparent. 

The post-debriefing memorandum should include at a minimum: 

• A list of all persons who attended the debriefing. 

• A summary of the information disclosed during the debriefing. The most efficient 
means for doing this is to identify the charts that were used at the debriefing and 
attach a copy of them to the memorandum. 
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• The substance of all questions and answers discussed at the debriefing. Include 
answers provided after the debriefing.
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Appendix G 
 

Record of Revisions of This Guide 
Rev No. Date Page Description 

20 Revised Source Selection Plan format. 1 3/8/01 

26 – 54 (1) Added Paragraph P-1.1 to each model.  
(2) Added Paragraph P-2.6 to each model.  
(3) Revised table in Paragraph E-5 in each model to make 
it clear that “Unknown Risk” rating for past performance 
has neither a positive nor a negative effect on overall 
rating.

26, 33, 
40, 49  

Revised paragraph P-1 to make it clear that, unless 
specifically incorporated in the contract, the proposal 
does not take precedence over terms and conditions 
contained in the solicitation  

26, 33, 
40, 49  

Revised paragraph P-1.1 to limit authority to approve 
substitutions to Contracting Officer and ACO.   

27, 34, 
41, 50 

Moved existing paragraph P-2.6 to P-2.7.   

2 3/21/01 

27, 34, 
41, 50 

Added new paragraph P-2.6 to tell offerors how to 
package proposals. 

3 7/19/01 31-32, 
37-38, 
46, 53 

Deleted all references to “awardable range” from 
paragraphs E-5.2 and E-5.3.  Also, moved and 
renumbered subparagraphs under paragraph E-5.2.  
Moved Past Performance Evaluation paragraph to make 
it follow Technical Merit Evaluation paragraph in all four 
models and renumbered paragraphs (E-5.3 and E-5.4). 

4 8/10/01 26, 33, 
39, 48 

Changed paragraph P-1.1 to make it clear that offeror 
cannot subcontract identified items of work if intent to 
subcontract is not made known in offeror’s proposal. 

5 11/5/01  Wholesale changes throughout.  Changed rating system 
and adjectives; added solicitation model for trade-off 
between past performance and price (no technical). 

6 12/3/01 20 Changed non-disclosure form to put time limit on future 
employment preclusion. 
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7 1/2/02 Multiple Changed solicitation models to conform to new sections 
used in CESAJ PD2 formats. 

8 2/28/02 Multiple Deleted table from Source Selection Decision paragraphs 
in the 5 models (depending on the model, either 
paragraph B-5.5 or B-5.7).  Changed the paragraphs to 
make it clear that the contracting officer will not receive 
recommendations or rankings from the evaluation team. 
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STATE OF FLORIDA
D E P A R T M E N T  O F  C O M M U N I T Y  A F F A I R S

“Dedicated to making Florida a better place to call home”

JEB BUSH  STEVEN M. SEIBERT
Governor            Secretary

June 14, 2002
Mr. Kenneth R. Dugger
Department of the Army
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

RE: Department of the Army - District Corps of Engineers - Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) - March 2002 - River Sediments Dredging and
Disposal Maintenance Dredging of Miami River - Miami-Dade County,
Florida
SAI: FL200204181843C

Dear Mr. Dugger:

The Florida State Clearinghouse, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12372,
Gubematorial Executive Order 95-359, the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 145 1 1464,
as amended, and the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4231, 4331-4335, 4341-4347,
as amended, has coordinated a review of the above-referenced project.

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) concurs with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service recommendation to use hydraulic dredging to the greatest extent possible.  FWC
also supports the recommendation to monitor the seagrasses outside the mouth of the Miami River to
identify any impacts from the dredging project.  [In addition, Section 3.5 of the DEIS should clarify
that manatees use all of the tributaries of the Miami River, not just Palmer Lake and Seybold Canal.]

[Section 3.7 should be corrected to indicate that manatees are present year-round in the Miami River.]
Please refer to the enclosed FWC comments for further details.

[The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) recommends that the project sponsor
continue to coordinate with the DEP Office of Beaches and Coastal Systems to resolve any
outstanding issues related to: sediment quality and composition; sediment placement;
dredging/disposal turbidity; resource protection and mitigation; and filling of sovereign submerged
lands within the Miami River.]  Also, the potential impacts of the project are being addressed in the
application for a Joint Coastal Permit which provides authorization to use sovereign submerged lands
and Water Quality Certification, currently under review.  Please refer to the enclosed DEP comments
for further details.

The South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) notes that the DEIS does not
clearly identify the downstream boundaries of the proposed project.  A legal description and site
sketch that identifies the downstream extent of the project should be provided to SFWMD and
included in the final Environmental Impact Statement.  Please refer to the enclosed SFWMD
comments for further details.

The South Florida Regional Planning Council (SFRPC) notes that certain goals and
policies of the Strategic Regional Policy Plan for South Florida should be observed when making
decisions regarding this project.  Please refer to the enclosed SFRPC comments for further details.
1. The text will be modified to address the comment.

2. The text will be modified to address the comment.

3. Noted.

4. Station 0+00 is the downstream limit of the project.  See Attachment J Plate 2 for a site map delineating 
the project.

3

2

1
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Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the
enclosed comments provided by our reviewing agencies, the state has determined that, at this stage,
the above-referenced action is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP).  All
subsequent environmental documents prepared for this project must be reviewed to determine the
project's continued consistency with the FCMP.  The state's continued concurrence with the project
will be based, in part, on the adequate resolution of issues identified during- this and subsequent
reviews.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project.  If you have any questions regarding
this letter, please contact Ms. Jasmin Raffington at (850) 922-5438.

Sincerely,

Shirley W. Collins, Acting Administrator
Florida Coastal Management Program

SWC/dc

Enclosures

cc: Bradley J. Hartman, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Robert W. Hall, Department of Environmental Protection
Natalie R. Sanbe, South Florida Regional Planning Council
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FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

DAVID K. MEEHAN    H.A. “HERKY” HUFFMAN JOHN D. ROOD     QUINTON L. HEDGEPETH, DDS
          St. Petersburg           Deltona     Jacksonville             Miami

EDWIN P. ROBERTS, DC RODNEY BARRETO SANDRA T. KAUPE
      Pensacola                  Miami              Palm Beach

KENNETH D. HADDAD, Executive Director BRADLEY J. HARTMAN, DIRECTOR
VICTOR J. HELLER, Assistant Executive Director                OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

       (850)488-6661      TDD (850)488-9542
             FAX (850)922-5679

May 24, 2002

Ms. Cindy Cranick, Director
Florida State Clearinghouse
2555 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100

Re: SAI #FL200204181843C
Project: US Army Corps of Engineers-
Draft Environmental Impact Statement-
March 2002-Maintenance Dredging of
the Miami River, Miami-Dade County

Dear Ms. Cranick:

The Office of Environmental Services of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission has reviewed the referenced project, and offers the following comments.

This project involves dredging 5.5 miles of the Miami River, from the salinity control
structure to the mouth.  We provided recommendations to the Department of Environmenal Protection
for the issuance of the conceptual Water Quality Certification, which includes our recommendations
for manatee protection.  [We also agree with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) that hydraulic
dredging further minimizes risks to manatees, since it does not move through the water column as
often as mechanical dredges.]  For that reason, we recommend the use of hydraulic dredging to the
greatest extent possible.  [In addition, we support the FWS recommendation that the seagrass outside
the mouth of the river be monitored to determine any impacts from the dredging project.]

[In the Draft Environmental Impact Statement under section 3.5, Threatened and
Endangered Species, it should be clarified that manatees use all the tributaries of the Miami River, not
just Plamer Lake and Seybold Canal.]

[In section 3.7, Fish and Wildlife Resources, it states that manatees “…occur seasonally throughout
the length of the river…”.  This is inaccurate.]  Manatees are present year-round in the Miami River.
Their numbers are higher in the winter.

5. Noted.

6. Concern regarding the use of a hydraulic dredge is noted.  The proposed issuance of an RFP requires the
contractor to perform maintenance dredging to specified dimensions, but does not specify the type of
dredging to prevent limitations on free marketing.  The Corps of Engineers is currently working with the
State of Florida to develop a monitoring plan through the permitting process.

7. See the response to Comment 1.

8. See the response to Comment 2.

5

6

7

8
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Ms. Cindy Cranick
May 24, 2002
Page 2

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me, or Ms. Carol
Knox at (850)922-4330.

Sincerely,

Bradley J. Hartman, Director
Office of Environmental Services

BJH/CAK
ENV 7-2-14/1
a:\1843c.doc
cc: USFWS-Vero Beach
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000

Jeb Bush David B. Struhs
Governor     Secretary

May 31, 2002

Ms. Jasmin Raffington
Florida State Clearinghouse
Department of Community Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100

Re: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, March 2002,
Maintenance Dredging of the Miami River With Disposal of Sediments, Miami-Dade
County

SAI: FL 200204181843C

Dear Ms. Raffington:

The Department has reviewed the above-referenced Clearinghouse project and offers the following
comments.

The potential environmental impacts of the project are being addressed in the application for a Joint
Coastal Permit (JCP), authorization to use sovereign submerged lands, and Water Quality
Certification currently under review by the Department, pursuant to Chapters 161, 253, 258, and 373,
Florida Statutes.  Final agency action on the permit application will constitute the State of Florida’s
final consistency determination.

We recommend that the USACOE and local project sponsor continue to coordinate with the
Department’s Office of Beaches and Coastal Systems to resolve any outstanding issues related to:
sediment quality and composition; sediment placement; dredging/disposal turbidity; resource
protection, resource mitigation; and filling of sovereign submerged lands within the Miami River area.
For additional information on permitting requirements and information requested by the Department
to complete the JCP application, please contact Mr. Kent Edwards in the Office of Beaches and
Coastal Systems at (850) 487-4471.

If you need further assistance, please give me a call at (850) 487-2231.

Sincerely,

Robert W. Hall
Office of Intergovernmental Programs

cc: Kent Edwards
Roxane Dow

9. Noted.9
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SOUTH FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

May 9, 2002

Consistent/Comments.  [This project will assist SFWMD efforts to restore, preserve, and protect
Biscayne Bay.  However, the DEIS does not clearly identify the downstream boundaries of the
proposed project.  The written location description indicates that the project is proposed within the
Federal navigation channel while Sheet 1 of the Miami River 1934 as-builts indicate that the
downstream extent of the Miami River Federal navigation channel extends just north of Flagler
Avenue, along the eastern shoreline of Bayfront Park.]  A legal description and site sketch that
identifies the downstream extent/boundary of the proposed project should be provided.  [The DEIS
also indicates that the nearest seagrass beds are located approximately ¼ mile away from the mouth of
the Miami River.  However, based on the above request for information on clarification of the location
of the downstream boundaries of the project, it may be necessary to provide a surveyed sketch of the
proposed project in rela]

10. See the response to Comment 4.

11. See the response to Comment 4.  Seagrass surveys have already been conducted verifying that seagrasses
occur approximately ¼ mile northeast of the mouth of the channel and are outside the Federal navigation
project.

10

11
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UNITED ST
National Oc
NATIONAL 

Southeast R
9721 Execu
St. Petersbu

April 2, 2002

Mr. Gordon M. Butler, Chief
Construction-Operations Division
Jacksonville District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Dear Mr. Butler:

This responds to your March 5, 2002, request
Maintenance Dredging Project in Dade County, 
Engineers (COB), Jacksonville District, has request
State of Florida for the proposed project.  Your le
Impact Statement (DEIS) is being prepared and will

According to the project description, maintenan
authorized project depth within a 5.5-mile-long seg
Biscayne Bay to the salinity control structure locat
material disposal would occur at several upland lo
urbanized and industrialized surroundings and th
seagrasses and other productive fishery resource h
Miami River.  High concentrations of primarily hea
rivals sediments and several studies have shown tha
Bay1.  Removal of contaminated sediments is exp
river’s water quality.

There is extensive tidal exchange between the Miam
supports a productive and diverse marine/estuarine 
important fishery habitats exist in the bay near the m
designed as an Outstanding Florida Water and Bisca
Preserve are located here. [Based on these considera
being transported into Biscayne Bay from the propo
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).]

Page 4 of your letter states because the proposed a
authorized navigation channel, it is “grand-fathere
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 
accordance with 50 CFR 600.920(a)(1) of the MS
consultation is not required for actions completed p
consultation is required for subsequent renewals, r
EFH would be adversely affected.  Therefore, alth
dredging of the Miami River is not required, any m
subject to consultation-if the action may adversely a
ATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
eanic and Atmospheric Administration
MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

egional Office
tive Center Drive North
rg, Florida 33702

 for comments on the proposed Miami River
Florida.  According to your letter, the Corps of
ed conceptual Water Quality Certification from the
tter also states that a separate draft Environmental
 be made available for review.

ce, dredging is planned to restore the 15-foot
ment of the Miami River from its confluence with
ed near NW 36th Street.  Disposal of the dredged
cations along the river's path.  Due to the highly
e heavy commercial vessel traffic in the area,

abitats are generally lacking in this section of the
vy metals and organic compounds have been in the
t the river is a source of contamination to Biscayne
ected to result in long-term improvement of the

i River and Biscayne Bay which, unlike the river,
coastal ecosystem.  Seagrass beds and other
outh of the Miami River.  The entire bay is
yne Bay National Park and Biscayne Bay Aquatic
tions, the potential for contaminated sediments
sed dredging location is of concern to the National

ction entails maintenance of an existing Federally
d” with regard to requirements of the Magnuson-
Act (MSFCMA).  [Please be advised that, in
FCMA regulations, Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)
rior to the approval of EFH designations; however,
eviews, or substantial revisions of such actions if
ough EFH consultation for the initially authorized

aintenance dredging conducted for the project is
ffect EFH.]

12. Plans and Specs requirements specify that the contractor must comply with the Water Quality Certification.
This certification allows a turbidity variance of up to 29 NTUs above background levels to a compliance
point of 150m.

13. The RFP process will allow the selection of a contractor who will have the flexibility to dredge the river in
the least disruptive manner as possible.  The contractor will coordinate with the two tugboat operators for
dredge and ship movements.  These two towing service providers function as de facto “harbor masters.”
Vehicular movements have been disrupted on a nearly continuous basis because of ongoing bridge
renovation/replacement.  FDOT, Miami-Dade County, and the City of Miami have coordinated detours to
minimize disruptions.

12

13
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Your letter states that the COE has determined that the proposed action would not adversely impact
EFH or Federally-managed fisheries.  Although the NMFS agrees that the project should not directly
impact BFH, there is a reasonable possibility that secondary, cumulative, or synergistic effects of the
project could adversely impact EFH in Biscayne Bay.  [In connection with this possibility, the NMFS
supports recommendations provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in their draft Coordination
Act Report, dated January 2002.  Those recommendations include the use of dredging technologies
that reduce bottom agitation, and they call for development of detailed hydrodynamic modeling for the
Miami River so that suspended sediment transport into Biscayne Bay is minimized.  The report also
calls for more detailed pre- and post-project seagrass monitoring in Biscayne Bay near its confluence
with the Miami River.]

As previously mentioned, the work site borders and includes areas identified as Essential Fish Habitat
(EFH) by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC), Categories of EFH that occur
within the project vicinity include marine water column, seagrass, and algae.  Federally managed
species associated with seagrass habitat include postlarval, juvenile, and adult gray, mutton, lane and
schoolmaster snappers, and white grunt.  Seagrass habitat and mud bottom have also been identified as
EFH for postlarval/juvenile, and adult red drum, and brown and pink shrimp.  Seagrass and algae
communities also have been identified as EFH for larval spiny lobster.  Detailed information on the
snapper/grouper complex (containing ten families and 73 species), red drum, shrimp, spiny lobster and
other Federally managed fisheries and their EPH is provided in the 1998 amendment of the Fishery
Management Plans for the South Atlantic region prepared by the SAFMC.  The 1998 generic
amendment was prepared in accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MSFCMA).  The NMFS has developed an applicable FMP for highly migratory
species that utilize the marine water column and seagrass beds in this area, including nurse,
bonnethead, lemon, black tip, and bull sharks.  [In addition, Biscayne Bay, Biscayne National Park
and submerged aquatic vegetation have also been designated as Habitat Area of Particular Concern
(HAPC) by the SAFMC for several managed species.  HAPCs are subsets of EFH that are rare,
particularly susceptible to human-induced degradation, especially ecologically important, or located in
an environmentally stressed area.]

In addition to being EFH for Federally managed species, seagrass provides nursery, foraging, and
refuge habitat for other commercially and recreationally important fish and shellfish.  Species such as
blue crab, snook, striped mullet, spotted seatrout, tarpon, and permit are among the many species that
utilize these habitats.  Seagrasses also produce and export detritus (decaying organic material) which
is an essential component of marine and estuarine food webs.  The cumulative effect of adverse
impacts to these valuable marine habitats has resulted in a significant reduction of overall fisheries
productivity within the Biscayne Bay ecosystem.

In view of the potential adverse effects of this project to EFH, HAPC, and other NOAA trust
resources, the NMFS recommends that the following information should be included in the DEIS for
the proposed project:

1. An EFH Assessment should be included either as part of the DEIS or as a separate document.
It should include the following information: 1) a description of the proposed action; 2) an analysis of
reasonably foreseeable impacts including secondary, cumulative, and synergistic effects on EFH,
Federally managed fish and major prey species; 3) the COE's views regarding effects on EFH; and 4)
proposed mitigation.

2. Prior to construction, updated benthic surveys should be conducted in Biscayne Bay in the
vicinity of the Miami River.  The survey should include species composition, abundance estimates,
and maps of seagrass beds and other benthic resources.

14. The USACE has reviewed the re
not accepted certain recommend
response letter to the USFWS th

15. Noted.

16. The DEIS serves as an EFH asse
as an analysis of the anticipated 
plan for mitigation.   The USAC
DEIS and believes that all of the
believes that the implementation
adjacent waters of the bay, thus 

17. The project is a Federal navigati
navigation channel in the Miami
Bay are outside the Scope of Wo
project implementation will resu

14

15

16

17
commendations submitted by the USFWS as part of the Draft CAR and has
ations including the two recommendations cited here for reasons stated in a
at included in Appendix C of the DEIS.

ssment and includes a complete description of the proposed project, as well
impacts associated with the implementation of the project and the proposed
E recognizes that these comments were submitted prior to the release of the
 concerns raised by NMFS are addressed in that document.  The Corps
 of the proposed plan may improve the quality of water in the river and the
improving the area for EFH managed species.

on project, the purpose of which is to restore the dimensions of the Federal
 River through operation and maintenance.  Benthic surveys in Biscayne
rk for the project.  Additionally, it is the Corps of Engineers’ position that
lt in no impacts to Biscayne Bay.
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3. A post-project benthic monitoring plan should be developed and incoporated into the overall
plan for project monitoring.  The monitoring plan should be designed to detect project-related impacts,
if any, to seagrasses and other benthic resources in Biscayne Bay.

Following our review of the DEIS and the EFH Assessment for the proposed activity, the NMFS will
be able to more thoroughly assess anticipated adverse impacts to EFH and associated marine
resources.  At that time, we may provide EFH Conservation Recommendations.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.  Related correspondence should be
addressed to the attention of Mr. Mika Johnson at our Miami Office.  He may be reached at 11420
North Kendall Drive, Suite #103, Miami, Florida 33176, or by telephone at (305) 595-8352.

Sincerely,

Andreas Mager, Jr.
Assistant Regional Administrator
Habitat Conservation Division

cc:
EPA, WPB
DEP, WPB
SAFMC, CHAS
FFWCC, TALL
FWS, VERO
NMFS, SEFSC-Goodyear
F/SER3
F/SER4
F/SER43-Johnson

18. See the response to Comment 17.18
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UNITED S

James C. Duck, Chief, 
Jacksonville District – 
P.O. Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32

Attention:  Mr. Ken Du
                   Planning D

Subject: Dra
Dre
Mia
(CE

Dear Mr. Duck:

Pursuant to Secti
Environmental Policy A
of the consequences of 
transit) within in the M
pollution affecting the e
accomplished via remo
navigation channel and
outlines the nature of th
associated with maintai
alternatives, likely scen
various excavation/disp
and disposal options (lo
the Jacksonville Distric

The Region is on
However, the programm
either its specific short-
action in principle, ther
could result in environm

[Therefore, on th
environmental concern
preliminary appraisal o
elects to carry out the c

[A monitoring plan (dir
also be included in the 
stated deliverables.]  It 

[If this is not possible f
prepared and circulated
additional specific subj
TATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER
61 FORSYTH STREET

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8980

May 13, 2002

Planning Division
Corps of Engineers

232

gger
ivision

ft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the River Sediments
dging and Disposal Maintenance Dredging of Miami River (MR),
mi-Dade County, Florida, (dtd. March, 2002)
Q #020116, ERP# COE-E35021-FL)

on 309 of the Clean Air Act and Section 102(2)(C) of the National
ct (NEPA), EPA (Region 4) has reviewed the subject document, an evaluation

a proposal to improve navigational access (to include vessel safety during
R system together with the removal of at least one source of non-point
stuarine habitat in Miami River/Biscayne Bay.  These two objectives would be

val of contaminated sediments from the entire system, i.e., within the
 adjacent river bottom.  The EIS is conceptual in nature in that it merely
e problem(s) being experienced in the MR system, potential impacts
ning the status quo (no-action), those effects accruing from the action
arios for achieving project goals, and possible difficultires resulting from
osal methods.  However, actual commitments regarding dredging, handling,
cation/design) remain to be determined until potential contractors respond to
t’s Request for Proposal (RFP).

 record as supporting the environmental restoration of the MR system.
atic nature of the document makes it difficult to render a full appraisal of

 or overall long-term ramifications.  While we may agree with the overall
e are some potential outcomes attendant to specific project elements which
ental impacts.

e basis of our review a rating of EC-2 was assigned.  That is, we have some
s about the potential impacts of this restoration proposal.  At a minimum, a
f this action would only be possible after assessing how the chosen contractor
onstituent elements of the final RFP.]

ected by a third party with stringent penalties for non-performance) should
project’s administration to assure that the contractor actually produces the
would be preferable if the final EIS contained this information.

or whatever procedural reason(s), then a supplemental document should be
 for review/comment prior to finalizing the “Record of Decision”.]  Some
ect areas which should be addressed/considered in the final document are

19. Environmental concerns are noted.

20. The Corps of Engineers is currently working with the State of Florida to develop a monitoring plan through
the permitting process.

21. The EPA will be allowed to comment on the final EIS.

19

20

21
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attached.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal.  If you have any questions,
please contact Dr. Gerald Miller (404-562-9626) or Mr. Ron Miederna (561-616-8741) regarding
NEPA procedural and wetland technical issues, respectively.

Sincerely,

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
Office of Environmental Assessment

Attachment

DETAILED COMMENTS

The statement made by the U.S. Coast Guard (EIS-4), viz., there will be an unacceptable navigational
safety risk on the MR within the next five years, implies that the shoaling has increased compared to
historical rates.  If this is in fact the case, then the cause(s) should be detailed in the final EIS together
with a proposal schedule for future maintenance dredging.

On the basis of information cited from the Seal et al (1994) study, the MR has a number of highly
contaminated areas polluted with various materials (especially metals singly or in combinations).  For
example, one site had a lead enrichment factor of over 110 times background.  [The draft EIS
discusses this pollution in general terms, but is unclear if: the actual source(s) of these pollutants have
ever been precisely determined (beyond coming from industrial, construction. Etc. activities); there is
any geographic correlation to the problem which would require special planning (viz., “hot spots); or
the pollution varies (increases or decreases) within the sediment profile (suggesting a definitive trend
from past to present).  All of these issues are critical to an understanding of the proposal and the
significance of the various effects attendant to an ultimately selected action alternative.  Moreover,
until they are ascertained, it will be difficult to draw any conclusion regarding the effectiveness of
current enforcement programs (storm water and removal of abandoned vessels).  This determination
of clean-up effectiveness is important due to the reality of increasing development in the watershed
exacerbating the existing problem (and by extension whether there will be a need to remove polluted
sediments from the MR at some point in the future).  This information (or as much as is practicable)
should be included in the final EIS.]

Prior to excavation (dredging) the contractor will have to remove debris within the project reach by
some mechanical process (DMMP, Page 21).  We understand why this extraction is necessary, but are
concerned about its water quality implications.  Namely, there is the probability that pollutants
currently sequestered in the channel sediments will be reintroduced back into the water column where
they would become biologically available.  We acknowledge that there is already some resuspension
of these sediments via vessel transit; hence, this concern is a matter of degree rather than kind.

[The statement is made (page EIS-27) that sediments from the MR are acceptable for ocean disposal
in an EPA-approved off shore area.  Our records do not indicate that this is the case.  Moreover, the
statement that bioassay results of MR sediments did not demonstrate significant impact on the
organisms exposed to it is contradicted by the NOAA (1999) study in which all the test organisms
died.  Hence, the statement (page EIS-28) that the MR sediments, while contaminated, are not
considered hazardous from a RCRA perspective and would have to be handled using its criteria.]
[There should also be some discussion about the short-term water quality effects of the dredging in the
MR as regards it classification as a Class III waterbody in the upper project reaches and an
Outstanding Florida Waters within its tidal portion.  Conversely, the anticipated environmental
consequences of the no-action alternative could be compared/contrasted to demonstrate the impacts of
maintaining the status quo.]

22. The
indi

23. DER
isola
“ho

24. See

25. The
Rive

26. See
clas
Clas

22

23

24

25

26
 statement from the Coast Guard is not supported by evidence from Corps of Engineers studies, which
cate that the shoaling rate has not increased.

M has concurred with the Corps of Engineers that contamination sources on the Miami River cannot be
ted.  The results of 10 years of testing reveal that the entire river has high levels of contamination.  No

t spots” have been identified.

 the response to Comment 12.

 statement on EIS-27 reflects historical information and does not represent current findings.  Miami
r sediments do not meet the requirements for hazardous material under RCRA.

 the response to Comment 12.  Additionally, the Miami River does not currently meet the standards for
sification of a Class III waterbody.  Project implementation will actually aid the Miami River in attaining
s III status.  The no-action alternative has been compared/contrasted in the EIS under Section 4.0.
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In Section 3.4.2.5.1 of the, DMMP there is a discussion regarding the difficulties of using the
USACE/USEPA ocean disposal site because of the polluted nature of material from the MR.  The
criteria/waiver requirements necessary for ocean disposal are detailed in this section.  We suggest that
a summary of this information be added to the final EIS to clarify this complex issue.

Section 7 of the DMMP notes that the proposal is a 20-year plan which will meet both “short-term and
long-term needs” of the MR.  Yet, there is no discussion of any future dredging or material disposal
beyond the initial year 2002 evaluation.

In Section 4.11.2 of the DMMP there is a mention of the process EPA and the COE have developed
for evaluating water quality impacts resulting from return flow discharges from dredging activities.  It
would be useful if the final EIS included an overview discussion of the Inland Testing Methods used
in evaluating a project’s potential water quality impacts.  There is also information in the Draft Miami
Water Quality Plan that could be used in this discussion, e.g., the likelihood that a variance from water
quality standards will be required.

The COE has developed a model (RECOVERY) for evaluating the release of contaminants into the
water column as a result of dredging contaminated sediments.  Application of the model would be
useful in comparing the impacts of the no-action to those of the various action alternatives.  A general
appraisal of the different scenarios could be included in the final EIS.

The EIS, DMMP, and Public Notice for the MR provide varying figures for the amount of material
which will have to be excavated/disposed.  For example, DMMP (page 17, Table 2) states the project
will include the removal of 594,000 cubic yards from the federal channel and 184,000 cubic yards of
non-federal dredging.  According to Public Notice 200201965(IP-SRK), dated April 12, 2002, Miami-
Dade County proposes to dredge just 450,000 cubic yards of material from the 5.5 mile length of the
Miami River, concurrently with the federal dredging project.  There is also some 200,000 cubic yards
of material from tributaries of the MR mentioned, Hence, for evaluation purposes the Region used a
total figure of (at least) 1,000,000 cubic yards in its estimation of impacts during the review process.
If the actual value is significantly higher/lower, this should be noted in the final EIS.

[The DMM notes (page 15, 3.3.5) that wetlands are not generally present in the vicinity of the
proposed project.  Regardless, since this vegetation/habitat type would be subject to evaluation under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, a ground truth survey should be conducted of the project area
prior to construction for verification.]

Similarly, the statement is made (EIS page 21) that seagrasses do not occur within the MR or around
its mouth in Biscayne Bay.  This absence should also be verified prior to construction.  Detailed
surveys of the shoreline and river bottom are necessary under the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines to
ensure appropriate mitigation is provided to offset unavoidable impacts to aquatic resources.  These
surveys would meet that procedural need.

There are many societal/economic ramifications of this proposal that have not been evaluated in any
detail in the draft EIS.  For example, during the five-year construction period traffic both shipping and
vehicular could be significantly affected along the MR corridor.  We suggest that, at least, an outline
of anticipated consequences along with mitigative measures be included in the final EIS.

27. The information presented in DMM

28. The Miami River project was initia
performed.  The primary sediment
of sediment per year.  The interval
20-year limit of the plan.  Therefor

29. The USACE has requested a varian
WQC with the variance.

30. The RECOVERY model was not d
this project.

31. Dredged material quantities (Feder
hydrographic survey of the river.  T
2002 Public Notice is not involved
and is not part of the DMMP or EI
navigation project.  The quantity o
than 1,000,000 cubic yards.

32. The Miami River has been examin
the vicinity of the river.  Bulkhead
project, preventing the growth or e

33. See the response to Comment 11.

34. Any temporary impacts to shipping
from project implementation.

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34
P Section 3.4.2.5.1 can be found in Section 2.1.6.6 of the EIS.

lly constructed in the 1930s; to date maintenance dredging has never been
 source for the river is urban runoff, which contributes a miniscule amount
 between dredging events is therefore over 70 years and is well outside the
e the plan meets both short-term and long-term needs of the Miami River.

ce from water quality standards and believes that the FDEP will issue the

esigned for thin, relatively short waterbodies and is not appropriate for

al and non-Federal) cited in the DMMP are based on the latest
hese numbers are being refined by the Jacksonville District.  The April

 with the Federal navigation dredging; it is a Miami-Dade County project
S.  Tributaries of the Miami River are not included in the Federal
f dredged material estimated for the Federal navigation channel is less

ed in detail by numerous agencies.  No wetlands have been determined in
s have been placed along the Miami River for the length of the Federal
stablishment of wetlands.

 and vehicular traffic will be more than offset by traffic benefits resulting
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Ms. Cindy Cranick
Florida State Clearinghouse
Department of Community Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100

RE: SFRPC #02-0440, SAI# FL200204181843C – Request for comments on the Dr
Environmental Impact Statement for maintenance dredging and disposal of sedi
the Miami River, Department of the Army, Cities of Miami, Hialeah, Miami Sp
Miami Beach, Miami-Dade County.

Dear Ms. Cranick:

We have reviewed the above-referenced application and have the following comments:

•  The project should be consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive
Miami-Dade County and the municipalities of Miami, Hialeah, Miami Springs a
Beach and their corresponding land development regulations.  It is important for the
to coordinate permits with all governments of jurisdiction.

•  Staff recommends that, if this permit is granted, l) impacts to the natural systems be 
to the greatest extent feasible and 2) the permit grantor determine the extent of sensitiv
and vegetative communities in the vicinity of the project and require protectio
mitigation of disturbed habitat.  This will assist in reducing the cumulative impacts
plants and animals, wetlands and deep-water habitat and fisheries that the goals and 
the Strategic Regional Policy Plan for South Florida (SRPP) seek to protect.

•  The project is located over the Biscayne Aquifer and in waters of the West Indian ma
contribute to the waters of Biscayne Bay, natural resources of regional significance 
in the SRPP.  The goals and policies of the SRPP, in particular those indicated below,
observed when making decisions regarding this project.

Strategic Regional Goal

3.1 Eliminate the inappropriate uses of land by improving the land use designations
utilize land acquisition where necessary so that the quality and connectedness o
Resources of Regional Significance and suitable high quality natural areas is im

Regional Policies

3.1.1 Natural Resources of Regional Significance and other suitable natural resource
preserved and protected.  Mitigation for unavoidable impacts will be provided
site or in identified regional habitat mitigation areas with the goal of pro
highest level of resource value and function for the regional system.  Endange
species habitat and populations documented on-site shall be preserve
Threatened faunal species and populations and species of special concern docum
aft
ments for
rings and

 plans for
nd Miami
 applicant

minimized
e wildlife
n and or
 to native

policies of

natee and
designated
 should be

 and
f Natural
proved.

s shall be
 either on-
viding the
red faunal
d on-site.

ented

35. The project is a Federal navigation project, the purpose of which is to restore the dimensions of the Federal
navigation channel in the Miami River through operation and maintenance.

36. See the response to Comment 35.

37. See the response to Comment 35.  No impacts to any underlying aquifer are anticipated as a result of the
project.  Standard manatee protection requirements will be included in Plans and Specs.

35

36

37
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on-site, as well as critically imperiled, imperiled and rare plants shall be preserved on-site
unless it is demonstrated that off-site mitigation will not adversely impact the viability or 
number of individuals of the species.

3.1.9 Degradation or destruction of Natural Resources of Regional Significance, including 
listed species and their habitats will occur as a result of a proposed project only if:

a) the activity is necessary to prevent or eliminate a public hazard, and
b) the activity is in the public interest and no other alternative exists, and
c) the activity does not destroy significant natural habitat, or identified natural

resource values, and
d) the activity does not destroy habitat for threatened or endangered species, and
e) the activity does not negatively impact-listed species that have been documented

to use or rely upon the site.

Strategic Regional Goal

3.2 Develop a more efficient and sustainable allocation of the water resources of the region.

Regional Policies

3.2.5 Ensure that the recharge potential of the property is not reduced as a result of a proposed 
modification in the existing uses by incorporation of open space, pervious areas, and 
impervious areas in ratios which are based upon analysis of on-site recharge needs.

3.2.6 When reviewing proposed projects and through the implementation of the SRPP,
discourage water management and proposed development projects that alter the natural
wet and dry cycles of Natural Resources of Regional Significance or suitable adjacent
buffer areas or cause functional disruption of wetlands or aquifer recharge areas.

3.2.9 Require all inappropriate inputs into Natural Resources of Regional Significance to be
eliminated through such means as; redirection of offending outfalls, suitable treatment
improvements or retrofitting options.

3.2.10 The discharge of freshwater to Natural Resources of Regional Significance and suitable
adjacent natural buffer areas shall be designed to imitate the natural discharges in quality
and quantity as well as in spatial and temporal distribution.

•  Council staff generally agrees that the proposed project is particularly compatible with the
Strategic Regional Policy Plan for South Florida's (SRPP) goals and policies listed below:

Strategic Regional Goal

4.1 Achieve a competitive and diversified regional economy, including lower unemployment
rate and higher per capita income than the state and national average for Dade, Broward
and Monroe Counties through the achievement of cutting edge human resources,
economic development infrastructure and other resources to ensure a sustainable regional
community.

Regional Policies

4.1.13 Ensure that the conditions of transportation affecting trade opportunities respect to land,
air, ground and shipping are addressed.
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4.1.15 Enhance the roles of airports and seaports in economic development by:

e) addressing efficient, dependable, cost-effective intermodal movement of goods
and people in order to ensure competitive ship-to-rail and ship-to-highway
connections.

4.1.28 Encourage the investment in the land and infrastructure needed for sustainable economic
growth.  Investments should include land for highway and mass transit corridors, stations
and public-private joint venture development opportunities.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  We would appreciate being kept informed on the progress
of this project.  Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

Natalie R. Sanbe
Senior Planner

NRS/bg

cc: James Duck, Army Corps of Engineers
Dianne O'Quinn Williams, Miami-Dade County Planning & Zoning
Jean Evoy, Miami-Dade County DERM
Ana Gelabert, City of Miami Planning
Ted Baldyga, City of Hialeah Planning
Steve Johnson, City of Miami Springs
Jorge Gomez, City of Miami Beach
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FRIENDS OF
EVERGLAD

Founded by Marjory Sto

May 13, 200

VIA FAX, E-MAIL & FIRST CLASS MAIL

Kenneth R. Dugger, USACE
Planning Division
P.O. Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

RE: Draft Report – Comments by Friends of the
Dredged Material Management Plan and En
River, Miami-Dade County, Florida - March

Dear Mr. Dugger,

In accordance with the requirements for public com
offers the following comments on the Draft Report for D
PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEME
COUNTY, FLORIDA.

Public Involvement:

[According to page 55 of the EIS the Sierra Club a
copies of the DRAFT EIS.  Neither group received copie
released by others, we had to call and get a copy sent to t
see the draft.  The Corps seems to be relying on the Miam
meetings and several community meetings and several co
These meetings are dominated by industry, consultants a
the bay users (windsurfers, fisherman, boaters, bathers, e
included.  In fact, the EIS is has been the Corps’ only rea
and who on the list of those notified represents bay users
copy of the draft EIS?  [Friends of the Everglades therefo
involvement states that the efforts to involve the public i
insufficient and, in fact, the Corps appears to be intention
project.]

[Specifically, who in the public offered feedback o
that the public had a role in formulating the plan.]  Neith
Sailing Association, both well know public groups know
the area were not contacted at all.  In fact, the South Flor
that pushed for a sanitary survey at Hobie Beach to find 
health dept. believed the pollution was coming from the 
Association did a presentation on water quality issues in 
active in the area around the Causeway.  That the Corps 
outreach is at best negligent.
 THE
ES

neman Douglas

2

 Everglades
vironmental Impact Statement, Miami,
 2002 US Army Corps of Engineers

ment on this EIS, Friends of the Everglades
REDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT
NT, MIAMI RIVER MIAMI-DADE

nd Friends of the Everglades were to be sent
s.]  When we found out the copy had been
he home of one of the Board members just to
i River Commission dredging committee
mmunity meetins as public participation.

nd lobbyists.  The environmental community,
tc.) have not been well represented nor
l outreach effort to get public involvement
 and which environmental group really got a
re questions the Corps commitment to public

n this process as required under the NEPA are
ally limiting the public debate regarding this

n impacts on recreation? (PM3).  It stated
er Surfriders nor The South Florida Board
n for recreating in the area and monitoring
ida Board Sailing Association was the group
the source of the high pollution there.  The
river.  The South Florida Board Sailing
front of the County commission and is very
could not identify these important groups for

38. Noted.

39. Public input has been solicited from the community for over ten years beginning with public scoping in
1990.  All public meetings have been properly advertised in accordance with the State of Florida’s sunshine
laws.  Public input has been solicited on a monthly basis through the Miami River Coordinating Committee
during the early 1990’s and continued through the present with the Miami River Commission (MRC).
Additionally, the MRC, Miami-Dade County, and the USACE have held bilingual meetings on five
occasions in the Melrose community and have appeared three times before the Board of County
Commissioners to provide information, solicit input, and discuss the dredging of the Miami River.  The
USACE has not limited public debate regarding this project.

40. The Miami River Commission has offered feedback, which was open to the public.

38

39

40
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Protection of the Aquatic Preserve:

[The plume created by the dredging of the toxic river will be moved into the bay by tidal
movement wind, and boat movement in an out of the river.  According to a NOAA 1999 sediment
study, the river sediment is actually more toxic than described in the draft report.]  The protection at
the mouth of the river to the aquatic preserve should be the most important concern.  Keeping
shipping within the river is not as crucial as protecting the Bill Sadowski wildlife refuge (a shallow
water preserve nearby) and the health of the public at the swimming beaches nearby.

[In the EIS coordination act report (CAR) from the US Fish and Wildlife Service, there is a
model run of where the Corps estimates the plume will go.  According to the model, the plume would
extend far north and south into the aquatic preserve.]  In fact, it appears the plume would go into the
nature preserve as well.  The plume in the Bay, and Corps’ failure to adequately mitigate this type of
impact is of great concern to Friends of the Everglades.

Protection of the Public:

The Miami River is not just a source of toxic sediment.  It is also a source of sewage pollution.
In the 1999 NOAA sediment study, they found toxic sediment near the swimming beaches on
Rickenbacker Causeway.  Further, there is a sanitary survey being conducted by the Health
Department at a swimming beach nearby – Hobie Beach – because of high levels of bacteria present.
[We are concerned how this dredging project will impact the people seimming so close to stirred up
sediment plumes.  Have the swimming beaches been addressed somewhere else?  What about the
protection for windsurfers in the area who have spray around them or are in the water for hours?]

Has the Corps considered having larger items/obstacles removed from the bottom near the
mouth of the river and then use hydrologic dredges that don’t create the plume that the clamshell
dredges would?  This might help the safety of the public recreating in the water.  There was no
mention of this alternative in the Draft EIS.

Further, the Draft permit requires that there be adequate mitigation for water quality impacts.
What exactly would that mitigation be?  Who will be monitoring the water quality impacts?  What are
the standards that will be set?  What will the Corps do if the standards are violated?

Protection of Marine Life:

We are concerned with how the Manatee will be protected with such an extensive project.
Unfortunately many manatee use this toxic river.  Would hydraulic dredging or clam shell dredging be
more dangerous for them?  The main problem for manatees during the project is that they will be hard
to see when you stir up the water.  Some form of aerial survey should be undertaken.  However isn't
the Miami River on a departure flight path from MIA?  Would that create airspace restrictions around
the River dredging project?  If so, how otherwise will the Manatee movement be monitored?

Hydraulic dredges might be better for the manatees in the river.  However manatee movement
would be interfered with.  All the boating traffic backups due to the dredging, the use of turbidity
curtains, dredging devices etc., is certain to further interfere with the manatees.  We don’t think the
safety of this endangered sea mammal has been sufficiently addressed.

Friends is also concerned about how the sediment plume will reintroduce toxins in the food
chain for sea life.  On Page 13 PM1 Impacts to fish habitat: alternatives are qualitatively compared to
assess any possible impacts on project area fish habitat.  What are the alternatives that were measures?
What were the findings?

The USFWS recommended a number of actions because they were concerned about the
movement of the river contaminants into habitat for fish and wildlife.  The Army Corps rejected
several of them (hydraulic dredge, more modeling, etc.).  Since the Army Corps rejected these
alternate actions, how will they insure that habitats are protected?  Further, the Corps rejected the
requests of the USFWS with a one-sentence reply.  This is an entirely insufficient response.  Isn’t the
protection of habitat as important to the Corps?

41. The concerns noted in this comment are
Comment 12.  The model discussed in t
transport model.

42. See the response to Comment 41.

43. Any impacts generated by the project ar
currents and shipping traffic.

44. See the response to Comment 6.

45. See Section 2.7 of the EIS for the Corps
planned for the project.  The standards t
event that a standard is violated, dredgin

46. Standard manatee protection requiremen
injured by dredging activities operating 

47. See the response to Comment 48.

48. The alternatives mentioned on pg. 13 PM
presented in Table 1 on pg. 14 of the DM

49. The Corps of Engineers has carefully co
them, thereby fulfilling its obligation to 

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49
 reflected in the Water Quality Certification.  See the response to
he comment is a water circulation model and not a sediment

e not expected to be greater than current impacts caused by river

 of Engineers’ statement on mitigation.  No further mitigation is
hat will be set are detailed in the Water Quality Certification.  In the
g operations will shut down until compliance levels are attained.

ts will be included in Plans and Specs.  No manatee has yet been
under these requirements.

1 are detailed in Section 3.3.7 of the DMMP.  The findings are
MP.

nsidered the comments in question and has previously responded to
the USFWS under the CAR.  No further responses are necessary.
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Disposal of Toxic Dredge Material and Dredging Material Management:

Who will be monitoring the CDF (confined disposal facility) see page 91.  Where will the
material be transported to once processed and dewatered?  It seems you don’t have an upland site
(according to page 91 & 96) the sponsor refused the site for diking and open air-drying.  The material
will be confined to geotubes according to the document.  It seems you are depending on the contractor
to provide another upland site.  If the combined efforts of county and agencies couldn’t secure an
upland site, how do you expect the contractor to find one and what will the Corp do if he doesn’t?
Are geotubes adequate for the vast amount of dredge material you are planning to remove?  Friends
feels the Corps is too heavily relying on “fall back options” which should be more closely examined
before a decision is made.

In the draft Department of Environmental Protection “Conceptual Permit” it requires
monitoring of water quality, toxicity, biological effects, etc.  Exactly what is the monitoring plan?
Who will be conducting this monitoring plan?  Further, Friends of the Everglades cautions hat failure
to adequately monitor impacts to seagrass, sedimentation, and contaminants in Biscayne Bay will
violate Federal and State Environmental laws.

Sediment Reduction: (Page 90).  As the dredging project approaches the aquatic preserve, it
might be more prudent to close the river to boat traffic to contain the sediment plume form
contaminating the bay.  If a barrier could be placed between the bay and the river (even for a short
time) the plume to be more efficiently isolated.  If boat traffic continues during the process the plume
will be swept into the bay.  I think the long-term benefits to shipping would far outweigh a few weeks
of a moratorium on travel in the river.  Has the Corps considered this course of action?

The report does not assess impacts that could occur from dewatering, thermal treatment (air
impacts), or ultimate disposal.  There are no details on disposal or the type of equipment to be used.
What if someone proposes to make it into bricks and build houses or make roof tiles?  Does the EIS
consider this?  When will a more comprehensive assessment occur?  It seems as though some of these
scenarios should be assessed now, not after the fact.  There must be a number of disposal scenarios
that Corps has discussed and that they would allow.  These possibilities must be assessed now, before
the pressure of mounting waste creates an “emergency” which could remove options.

Finally, we have heard it said repeatedly (by river commission people and the Corps) that water
quality during the dredging will not be worse than it is now, because the ship traffic causes as much
disturbance to the sediment as the dredge will.

Friends of the Everglades is insulted by this ridiculous assertion.  The dredge will be operating
nearly constantly, going outside the deeper channel to shallower areas where there is much more
sediments.  Ships, although they do stir up sediment, move only intermittently, and stay in the middle
portion of the channel that is already scoured out.  There would be much more resuspension during
dredging, especially if there is dewatering.  In fact, the Corps’ own data indicates that several State of
Florida numerical criteria for metals and organic chemicals will be exceeded and the antidegradation
standard for OFWs will be exceeded.

Friends believes that background for the nondegradation standard should be based upon long
term monitoring and/or the preproject monitoring as described by FDEP in the draft conceptual
permit.

We look forward to your answers to the issues we have raised.

Very truly yours,

David P. Reiner, II, President
Nancy Lee, Director
Friends of the Everglades

cc: Board of Directors

50. Information included in the DMMP
USACE guidance and is not intend
Miami-Dade County, has secured a
staging area for use by the selected
process.  Geotubes were mentioned
on the project.  Geotubes have not 
concerns.

51. See the response to Comment 20.

52. See the responses to Comments 6 a

53. Information on innovative technolo
in Section 3.4.5.2.1.

54. See the response to Comment 12.

50

51

52

53

54
 regarding confined disposal facilities is procedural language from
ed to confuse the reader.  As stated in the DMMP, the local sponsor,
nd will provide an upland interim staging area and interim berthing
 contractor, if needed.  The contractor will be selected through the RFP
 as only an example of the type of dewatering system that might be used
been specified for use in this project.  The RFP process will address these

nd 12.

gies for material disposal and equipment types are detailed in the DMMP
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TROPICAL
AUDUBON

SOCIETY, INC.
5530 Sunset Dr., Miami, FL 33143

Phone (306) 666-5111 ● Fax (306) 667-8343
�THE VOICE OF CONSERVATION IN SOUTH FLORIDA��

May 9,2002

Mr. Kenneth R. Dugger
US Army Corps of Engineers
Planning Division
P.O. Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

Ms. Susan Kaynor
US Army Corps of Engineers
Miami Regulatory Office
11420 North Kendall Drive, Suite 104
Miami, FL 33176

RE: Draft Report Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) and Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), Miami River, Miami-Dade County, Florida and Department of the
Army Permit Application number 200201965

Dear Mr. Dugger and Ms. Kaynor:

Please accept this correspondence as the Tropical Audubon Society’s comments on the Miami River
Dredging projects.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at the above phone
number, or by e-mail at director@tropicalaudubon.org.

Contamination of the Miami River and Biscayne Bay:
Section 1.3.1 of the DMMP states, “The original USACE Feasibility Study, initiated in 1974,
concluded that the removal of contaminated sediments must be achieved by non-Federal actions to
control the introduction of pollutants into the Miami River to achieve the desired objectives of
improving water and sediment quality.”  Further, Section 3.4.2.2 of the DMMP states, “The
environmental impacts of leaving the navigation channel deposits in place is unknown.  [Dredging
may] improve the river bottom environment, perhaps permanently if pollution control initiatives are
successful.”

[The Tropical Audubon Society feels that pollution control initiatives on the Miami River, while better
than historic efforts, are not successful.  Continued point and non-point pollution sources make
dredging a moot point as several types of contaminants still enter the River on a daily basis (including
pesticides, industrial waste, sewage, petroleum, stormwater discharge, upland runoff, etc.).  A visit to
almost any marine facility on the river consistently demonstrates the presence of soils and other
upland surfaces stained with any combination of paints, solvents, petrochemicals, and other
contaminants.  Also, it is very easy to find evidence of direct runoff from upland facilities into the
River.  Current marine facility and industrial practices on the River do not focus on containment of
pollutants, as many facilities still apply industrial materials like paint and fiberglass in open non-
contained areas, not to mention the unregulated vessel discharge of sewage and bilge materials that
occur, also on a daily basis.]  Section 4.3 of the USWFS CAR states, “There are 30 listed NPDES
permits for facilities known to discharge directly or indirectly into the Miami River…[and]

55. See the response to Comment 23.55

mailto:director@tropicalaudubon.org
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approximately 20 other unspecified NPDES discharges which are believed to discharge into the
Miami River system.”  [There is no mention in the CAR, DMMP or DEIS of compliance rates with
these permits, or consideration of other pollution violations and unauthorized discharges.  Pollution
sources on the river have been moderated, but not stopped.  What efforts will be made to ensure that
pollution sources are controlled?]  [Why should there be a Federal effort to remove contaminated
sediments if there is no guarantee of non-Federal efforts to control contamination of those sediments
in the first place?]

[With regard to contamination of Biscayne Bay, channel shoaling is presumed to contribute to mixing
action that resuspends river sediments, however, this presumption has not adequately been proven.
What scientific evidence exists to support this theory?  Section 3.3.6 of the DMMP states, “It has been
speculated that it is on out-going tides and riverine flood flows that the resuspended sediments are
transported from the Miami River to Biscayne Bay.”  The Tropical Audubon Society feels that the
mechanisms of contamination of the Bay are not well understood and that the proposed dredging
solution is not guaranteed to alleviate the problem.]  [Conversely, the dredging may actually
exacerbate the situation, resulting in a magnified impact of contamination escaping to the Bay.
Section 3.4.3.3.3 of the DMMP states, “Mean and median turbidity levels for the River are 2.95 and
2.2 NTU respectively.”  Proposed dredging methods should have to demonstrate attainment with those
levels in order to argue that dredging will not result in more significant impacts that regular vessel
traffic.]

The Tropical Audubon Society also takes exception with the assumption that sediment removal is the
only solution to the problem of contaminated sediments.  The Major Findings and Solutions section of
the DEIS (page EIS-1) states, “The removal of contaminated sediments would improve overall long-
term water and sediment quality of the Miami River…and eliminate the continuing movement of
contaminated sediments into Biscayne Bay.”  What scientific evidence can be used to support this
statement, especially in light of the continuing contamination of river soils and waters?  Perhaps there
is a better technological solution to ensure the health of Biscayne Bay.  Will the RFP encourage the
investigation of solutions other than dredging?

Reasons for dredging:
Section 1.3.1 of the DMMP, Section 1.1.1 of the DEIS and Section 1.3 of the USFWS CAR states,
“The 1990 USACE Feasibility Report concluded that there was no apparent justification for removing
the sediment to improve water quality or navigation”, the only apparent justification was to enable
deeper draft vessels to use the Miami River.  There is no evidence in any of the reports to indicate that
the commercial/industrial use of the river is being adversely affected because of channel shoaling.
Conversely, Section 5.2 of DMMP clearly demonstrates that the Miami River is generating more
commerce, jobs and income than ever before.  The threat of the shipping industry to depart the River
if it is not dredged appears to be speculative at best, as they are experiencing such success at this time.
Further, who is to say that departure of the shipping industry wouldn’t create other opportunities for
development along the River that would be more appropriate for the environmental health of the River
and the Bay, as well as more appropriate for the other River residents and businesses?

Promise of the DMMP & the EIS:
Both the DMMP and the EIS promise that all dredging will be performed in an environmentally
acceptable manner in accordance with county, state, and federal regulations.  Yet a Miami-Dade
County Class I Permit is not being obtained for the channel dredging.  How will environmental
compliance issues, normally handled through the administration of the local permit, be handled?  Who
will be responsible for project monitoring, mitigation, compliance, and (if necessary) enforcement?

56. Pollution control efforts are outsid

57. The Federal effort is to improve na

58. During the period 1991-1999, total
approximately 200,000 cubic yards
surmised that the material was tran
turbidity monitoring performed in 

59. See the response to Comment 12.

60. Determination of other methods of
DMMP and EIS.  The RFP process
accordance with methods that mee

61. Accomplishment of sediment remo
authorized Federal navigation proj
safety risk will exist on the River i
industry on the Miami River is in t

62. The Corps of Engineers is prohibit
Specs will require contractor comp

56

57

58

59

60

61

62
e the Scope of Work for the DMMP and EIS.

vigation, not specifically to remove contaminated sediments.

 volume of sediment in and around the Federal channel declined by
.  As no dredging activities were performed during this time, it was
sported downstream to Biscayne Bay.  Additionally Corps of Engineers
1999 also indicated that sediments were being transported into the bay.

 removal of contaminated sediments is outside the Scope of Work for the
 will encourage a solution for sediment removal from the Miami River in

t the source selection criteria developed for the RFP.

val from the Miami River is a maintenance responsibility under the
ect.  The U.S. Coast Guard has stated that an unacceptable navigational
f the current shoaling rate continues.  Speculation regarding the shipping
he scope of this project.

ed by Federal law from obtaining permits from local agencies.  Plans and
liance with the Water Quality Certification.
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Typical cross sections:
The typical cross section shown in the DMMP demonstrate that channel depth is already near or at 15
feet in the center of the channel.  This is the depth that the channel was originally dredged to in the
1930s.  these cross sections also demonstrate that the only sediment buildup has been in the areas
adjacent to the channel.  At this time, large vessel traffic is coordinated along the River.  Freighters
and barges are choreographed such that there are no in-bound vessels when out-bound vessels are
navigating the river.  This ensures that freighters and barges are utilizing the center of the channel.
Section 4.24 of the DEIS states, “Outfall controls and stormwater management plans that are in place
or are planned for implementation are likely to result in reduced rates of sediment deposition and
associated shoaling within the channel.”  If the rate of sediment deposit to the River in general is being
minimized, and the total accumulation of sediment in the middle of the channel is insignificant, why
dredge?

Additionally, the cross sections show advance dredging and overdredging has high potential to impact
the limestone under the sediment.  Mechanical dredging (bucket, clamshell, etc) can break up the
limestone substrate below the accumulated sediment.  There is no guarantee that the underlying
aquifer won’t be impacted.  Section 3.4.1.2 of the DMMP and Section 2.1.3 DEIS states, “The impacts
of [dredging the underlying rock layer] on the Biscayne Aquifer would be difficult to ascertain.”  The
Tropical Audubon Society feels that potential impacts to the Biscayne Aquifer constitute an
unacceptable risk to the project.  In the absence of local regulatory involvement in the project, who
will be responsible for monitoring of dredge spoil and reporting of both quantity and content of the
spoil?

Flaws of the RFP process:
The RFP process is being touted as an opportunity for innovative technologies, cost efficiency, and
project success.  However, there is a long history of the RFP process resulting in a low-bid winner
whose only goal is to maximize profits by utilizing short cuts to cut costs.  The focus of low-bid
winners is cost effectiveness, not environmental protection.  In the absence of local regulatory
involvement in the project, who will be responsible for monitoring to ensure environmental
protection?

Selection criteria for dredging:
[Section 3.4.1.6 of the DMMP states, “Water quality and other environmental standards provide
sufficient controls and limits for operations without the exclusion of specific equipment for a job.”
This statement implies that water quality and environmental standards will be maintained, but again
the Tropical Audubon Society is concerned with how those standards will be enforced.  Contractors
will promise to maintain attainment with water quality and environmental standards, but there will be
no guarantee prior to the commencement of work that those standards can even be attained with any
particular dredge operation.]  [Section 3.4.5.2.5 of the DMMP states, “The Government will select the
successful proposer using criteria that will consider the overall best value to the government [low
bidder], including but not limited to efficiency, technical expertise, neighborhood and environmental
protection, as well as cost.”  Will there be a follow-up or additional EIS to fully assess the potential
impacts of the dredge process that is chosen?]

[Section 8.7 of the DMMP states, “Turbidity and other water quality monitoring will be required
pursuant to FDEP water quality criteria where the dredge is working and at the outfall (if necessary)
from the interim upland staging area.”  Who is responsible for the monitoring?  Who is responsible for
compliance, and (if necessary) enforcement?  What about mitigation for water quality impacts?  What
is being proposed and who will be responsible for any required mitigation?]  The FDEP and the
USFWS have made it clear that high water quality standards be met at the mouth of the River and that
no degradation of Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve (an Outstanding Florida Water) be allowed to occur.
The Tropical Audubon Society insists that these requirements be met.  We, along with the FDEP and
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the USFWS, want assurances that dredging will minimize release of contaminants into the Biscayne
Bay Aquatic Preserve.

Additionally, while we are encouraged that the USFWS will be included in the service provider and
methods selection process, we are discouraged that so many of the USFWS recommendations are not
being considered.  The Tropical Audubon Society strongly recommends adherence with all of the
USFWS recommendations, especially with regards to: contingency plans in the case of water quality
impacts; contingency plans for other work-stopages such as in the case of manatees in the area; and
mandatory turbidity containment devices.  The arguments against the use of turbidity containment
devices (such as vessel traffic, river size, flow and other contractor inconveniences) do not justify not
using methods that are most likely to ensure the protection of endangered species and water quality.

Dredging methodology:
[The Tropical Audubon Society urges the USACE to select the most environmentally friendly
technology, presumably the pneumatic dredge as recommended by the USFWS in their CAR.  The
USFWS CAR Executive Summary states, “The amount of silt and contaminants reaching the Bay, as a
result of dredging operations, will depend on dredging methodology, timing, spoil disposition, and de-
watering methodologies, and turbidity containment.”  How can the USACE have done a DEIS when
there has been no method selected for thorough analysis?]  [Further, Section 4.2 of the CAR states,
“Dredge-generated sediments and contaminants will move from the Miami River into Biscayne Bay,
and disperse in differing concentrations and locations depending on settling rates, river-flow
velocities, prevailing winds, and tidal currents.”  The USACE Tracer Study clearly indicates that there
may be more appropriate atmospheric and tidal conditions during which to conduct dredging.  The
Tropical Audubon Society feels that these conditions should figure prominently in the RFP
specifications and construction methodologies.  How are considerations of wind conditions, weather
and tide going to figure in the RFP?]

[Section 4.3 of the CAR states, “Resuspension of sediments throughout the duration of short-term
dredging and disposal activities will likely enhance introduction of bioaccumulating compounds…into
the food chain of fish and wildlife that feed in the estuary.  Although resuspension of contaminants
would only continue through the active phase of the project, associated bioaccumulation and
biomagnification of these contaminants could significantly contribute to cumulative adverse affects to
the Biscayne Bay ecosystem.”  These affects are not addressed in the DEIS or DMMP and the project
should not commence until these affects can be addressed such that they can be avoided, or at least,
minimized.]  [Section 5.1 of the CAR states, “The Corps has indicated that turbidity is the only
monitoring parameter necessary for this project.  However, the concentration, transport, and fate of
resuspended contaminants is not directly tied to suspended solids.  Once sediments are resuspended,
contaminants will become soluable at varying rates and concentrations…turbidity standards alone are
not reflective of the potential for sedimentation damage to aquatic resources, including seagrasses.”
How will the USACE account for the transport of contaminants during the dredging process and how
will the USACE evaluate cumulative effects on the Biscayne Bay ecosystem?]

Dewatering, transportation and handling of contaminated sediments:
Many questions remain concerning the handling to dredge materials (sediment and water).  These
questions must be addressed.  How many interim storage/treatment sites will there be prior to the final
disposal?  How will the material be transported to sites?  The rail versus trucking versus barging
versus pumping decision should not be based on an apparent cost analysis because cost efficiency
does not always contemplate true social costs associated with environmental degradation.  Who is
responsible for the maintenance and monitoring of the interim and final storage sites?  Who is
responsible for soil, ground water and surface water protection at the sites?  Who will determine if the
sites have adequate diking and lining with appropriate leachate containment and collection systems,
adequate monitoring wells, appropriate contingency plans for discharge events and
remediation/mitigation proposals for contamination of soils and waters?
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Method of final disposal:
Who is responsible for “cradle-to-grave” management of the dredge spoils and associated
contaminated water?  Who will verify that the material is completely dried prior to final transport?
How will the material be handled during final transport to ensure that it is not rehydrated (and
therefore can potentially contaminate other areas).  The DMMP and the DEIS clearly indicate that the
material is not suitable for use as fill or for use in CDM aggregates.  Who will ensure these materials
are not “lost” in their final disposal and end up being used in the construction of some public facility?
Section 3.4.2.8 of the DMMP states, “The pollution controls at the final disposal site would be
imposed by environmental regulatory agencies” but the local environmental agency has been
precluded.  Section 3.4.5.2.1.8 of the DMMP states, “A significant barrier to use of the resulting
material…is the lack of regulatory standards for the product.”  What assurance can the USACE
provide that the material won’t be used inappropriately?

Debris:
Bethymetric surveys do not adequately identify debris that may interfere with the most appropriate
dredging methods.  The Tropical Audubon Society strongly feels that dragging is not an appropriate
method, because of the high likelihood that contaminated sediments will be suspended in the water
column at an exaggerated rate.  How does the USACE intend to handle the problem of debris removal
in order to ensure that contaminated sediments will not be disturbed?

Outstanding Florida Waters:
[Section 3.4.3.1.1.1 of the DMMP states, “No activities may be permitted that would result in
degradation of water quality.”  The Tropical Audubon Society feels that contaminated sediments do
represent a threat to the OFW, and that dredging will amplify the current rate of sediment
resuspension if the work is not conducted in a controlled manner.  The Tracer study demonstrates that
contaminants migrate to the Bay.  Many of the USFWS recommendations sought to address this issue,
and yet they were summarily dismissed as unnecessary.]  [What does the USACE propose to do to
address these issues, in the absence of complying with the USFWS recommendations?  It has also
come to our attention that the Corps is disputing the FDEP Water Quality Criteria (WQC) in the
conceptual Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) and specific conditions within the ERP.  The
Tropical Audubon Society insists that the WQC must be maintained as stringently as possible.  Is the
Corps prepared to vigorously defend and uphold the WQC and only consider methodologies that do
not exceed current rates of sediment loading into the Biscayne Bay?]

Formulating a final recommendation:
Section 7.0 of the DMMP states, “Uncertainties exist regarding actual dredging needs, the future
quality of sediment, and the cost effectiveness and efficiency of developing management options.”
Therefore, the DMMP and the DEIS do not adequately address impacts to the proposed project.  Is the
USACE going to issue a new DEIS and DMMP when a particular methodology or provider is chosen?

Manatees:
Pursuant to the Miami-Dade County Manatee Protection Plan, the Miami River is designated as
Essential Manatee Habitat.  The Tropical Audubon Society insists that all measures to protect manatee
be implemented and enforced.  Section 4.3.3 of the DEIS states, “If river shoaling continues to a point
that it diminishes navigation traffic, boat-manatee collisions may decrease.”  In other words, if the
river continues to shallow and results in reduced vessel traffic, there would be greater consistency
with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and greater protection to manatees.  What provisions is
the USACE willing to offer to ensure that no manatees are harmed during the project or after the
project is completed and larger vessels are using the River?
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All manatee conditions in the ERP must be enforced.  All construction personnel must be trained in
manatee issues to avoid vessel collisions, crushing, and other potential injuries to manatees.  Who is
responsible for the monitoring, compliance and (if necessary) enforcement of manatee conditions?
Section 4.3.1 of the DEIS states, “A physical control that helps exclude manatees from the dredging
area is a silt curtain.  Floating baffles of the silt curtains help avoid undetected intrusions of manatees
into work areas.”  This is true only when the curtains are deployed correctly and maintained.  The
Tropical Audubon Society has first-hand knowledge of manatees inside a similar barrier, actually
chewing on algae growing on a barge that was involved in the recent re-construction of the 2nd Avenue
bridge.  Who will be responsible for inspecting curtains and other barriers?  Who will be responsible
for checking for manatees in the project area and reporting sightings to the appropriate agencies?

Seagrasses:
Section 3.4 of the DEIS states, “Seagrasses do not occur in the Miami River or at the mouth of the
river in Biscayne Bay.”  This statement implies that there are no seagrasses in proximity to the River.
However, there are seagrasses landward of Claughton Island/Brickell Key and the Tropical Audubon
Society would like to see a more thorough investigation in the shallower areas directly north of
Claughton Island/Brickell Key.  We believe it is a highly likely that seagrasses may occur in those
areas as well.  Section 4.1 of the USFWS CAR states, “Dredging the Miami River, without adequate
suspended sediment minimization and containment, could likely result in sedimentation of nearby
seagrasses in excess of background.”  The Tropical Audubon Socieyt agrees with the USFWS
recommendation that a seagrass monitoring program be initiated to ensure that dredging activities do
not adversely impact this important natural resource.

Public Participation:
Section 6.3 of the DEIS lists recipients that should have received the DEIS and associated documents.
The Tropical Audubon Society is listed as a recipient, and yet we never received it. When it came to
my attention (after April 13, 2002) that the DMMP/DEIS was available, I tried to access it on-line
over many days and times.  This effort was unsuccessful, so I requested a copy from the USACE
Jacksonville office, which I received on May 1, 2002.  That left me with less than 2 weeks to go
through hundreds of pages of documents and submit comments on time!

Since this is a project with regional implications, and since the primary participants to date have been
river industry representatives, the Tropical Audubon Society hereby requests a public hearing.  The
purpose of this hearing would be to ensure that the concerns of river residents, private submerged
lands and/or structure owners, and other stakeholders are being addressed, not just river industry.
Non-river-industry stakeholders have been inadequately considered and involved in the process.

Outside the Federal Channel Dredging:
[Section 3.3.6 of the DMMP indicates 184,000 cubic yards of dredging will occur outside the federal
channel.  The Public Notice for the Department of the Army permit application (number 200201965)
indicates that 450,000 cubic yards of dredging will occur outside the federal channel.  Why is there
such a discrepancy?  Who is going to address the concerns of residents and private submerged lands
owners that may be affected by this additional work?]  Who is liable for damages to existing structures
(bulkheads, docks, etc)?  [Will there be a FDEP ERP issued for this project that is separate from the
work occurring within the channel?  Who is responsible for choosing the contractor and methods?
Who is responsible for monitoring the project, compliance of permit conditions and (if necessary)
enforcement?  Is the project going to be done concurrent to the dredging in the channel?  Is the RFP
going to cover both projects?  Is the dredge spoil and effluent going to be  handled the same or
differently?  What is the justification for the excessive dredging proposed north of Claughton
Island/Brickell Key (where there is no marine facility or navigable channel)?]
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Again, the Tropical Audubon Society hereby requests an adequately noticed public hearing.  The
purpose of this hearing would be to ensure that the concerns of river residents, prvate submerged lands
and/or structure owners, and other stakeholders are being addressed, not just river industry.  Non-
river-industry stakeholders have been inadequately considered and involved in the process.

Conclusions:
! The Tropical Audubon Society feels that the USACE can’t fully evaluate the project impacts

until dredging and disposal methodologies are determined, specific environmental safeguards
are proposed, and information concerning sediment/contaminant transport within the River and
out to Biscayne Bay is better understood.  Since dredging contamination is likely to be much
higher than vessel traffic contamination, every effort must be made to ensure that the transport
of contaminants within the River and out to the Bay is controlled.

! Pollution sources along the River have not been eliminated, therefore, the problem of sediment
contamination will continue.

! According to the cross sections, the channel has 1930s era depths.  Limited accumulation over
70+ years doesn’t justify the need for dredging.

! The project must comply with the FDEP WQC and only employ methods that guarantee
attainment with required standards.

! As stated by the USFWS, the least environmentally damaging techniques for dredging, spoil
disposition, dewatering, debris removal and disposal is of the utmost importance, and should be
the most critical determinant in choosing a service provider.

! The project cannot be adequately assessed until after the RFP process is completed.  The
Tropical Audubon Society asks that a follow-up or amendment to the DEIS and DMMP be
completed after the RFP process to address the specifics of the chosen project.  The DEIS is not
comprehensive because it doesn’t address realities of project, which haven’t been defined yet.

! The FDEP WQC and ERP conditions must be upheld, not weakened or repealed when the final
permit is being contemplated.

The Tropical Audubon Society would support the dredging project if:
! Pollution sources along the River are ceased.  The Tropical Audubon Society feels that the $70

million could be better spent on enforcement of existing pollution/sewage control laws.
! A defined proposal were considered and evaluated such that its true environmental impacts can

be adequately assessed
! The chosen alternative truly demonstrates the greatest effort to avoid adverse environmental

impacts.
! The chosen alternative fully considers the full estimate of both channels (600,000 cy) and non-

channel (450,000 cy) dredging.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this project.  I look forward to your response to our
questions and concerns.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Guerra, Executive Director
Tropical Audubon Society

cc: Kent Edwards, FDEP
Brad Reick, USFWS
JoAnne Clingerman, DERM
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